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EE Reader perhaps may expett | 
e, 7 ſpould [ay ſomething in An- 
{wer to the Biſhop's Repreſenta- 
tion of me, as a great dealer in 
Contradictions, and Self-murdering 
Z Propoſitions, as having not only a tendency, 
= but even à gravitation 20 Inconſiſtency. But 
to enter into a juſtification of my own abili- 
tries, is a work which I will never ſuffer his 
YZ Lordſhip to impoſe on me by the ſevereſt of 
His Reflections; and be may write ſecure from 
the danger of a Reply, when he brings aCharge 
Bwhich cannot, conſiſtently with the common 
Rules of decency, be either refuted, or re- 
rurned. 7 | | | 
I ſubmit” therefore to my burden; but tis 
with the ſatisfaction of ſeeing, that his Lord- 
ib's reſentment is too ſtrong to do much. 
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harm; for whilſt he diſcovers in EVE RI 


all things about him to be yellow. I am not in. % 


The PREFAC 


thing 1 ſay, multitudes of ſelf. contradictions, 
and heaps of inconſiſtencies, he ſhews as plain. 
ly to what they are to be aſtribed, as a man 
proclaims his own diſtemper, when he affirms TK 
ſenſible of my own failings, and that I often 
want correction; but that every ſtep in the 
Vindication ſhould be attended with palpable * 
inconſiſtencies, 2s not very reconcileable with W 
zts being the moſt plauſible and ingenious de- 
fence that, hzs Lordſhip thinks, has ever yet . 
JJ B64. * 

But though ] can ſubmit to his Lordſbips 


. 


* 


© 


ſeverity, when only my underſtanding is cal. 3 
led in queſtion ; yet there are ſome things of 
another nature, to which 1 deſire to be hear 
a few words. One is a charge of Perſonal 7 
Rudeneſs, p. 63. I had in the Vindication of the 
Corporation and Teſt Acts ob/erved, that the 
argument I was engaged in was ſuch, that no 
man would have it in his power to ſuggeſt 
that I was BRIBED by the proſpect of Honours * 
and Preferments: I thought his Lordſhip of 
all men living the leaſt liable to miſtake my 
meaning, conſidering how lately I had been 
told by his friend Mr. Sykes, in a Book which 


his Lordſhip honour'd with a Preface, That 
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by the Church I meant only the goods and re- 
venues of the Church. But inſtead of this 


lain, natural, and true reference of the words, 
his Lordſhip has drawn them into a reflexion 8 


5 
y 

as 
9 
, 


* on himſelf, and is pleaſed to ſuppoſe, that ! 


meant to inſinuate that he was bribed by the WF . 
proſpect J 


The PREFACE. 
proſpect of preferments : And upon this ima- 


Noeination he grounds an appeal to my Conſcience, 
nd a charge of Perſonal Rudenels. Ay Con- 
„ ienge, J affure his Lordſbip, tells me, the 


" Kroords are innocent of the meaning laid to 
Jn 


| bem; and whatever my thoughts were as to 
i Lordſhip's inducements to begin and car- 
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+ Fry on this controverſy. in the manner be has 
aon, yet iu that paſſage ] had no eye to them. 
© perſonal Rudeneſs was indeed concerned in this 
et natter; but I am afraid his Lordſhip's re- 
, B/entments will cool now he ſees who is an- 
” X fwerable for it. „ 
74 The next is a charge ſtill of an higher na- 
„ ture a charge in which bis Lordſhip is not 


i 8 principal, bur appears only as a ſecond 70 


"HA 
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„ Ar. Peirce; whoſe words, be ſays, p. 204. 1 
have molt groſly miſunderſtood M miſrepre- 
ſented, u a manner hardly ever ſeen before: 
That being admoniſhed, I ſtill continued the a- 
4 buſè in all the Editions of my Book; and tho 
0 IT have fo little ſenſe of ſhame for my ſelf, 
„ is Lordſhip adds, that good and reaſonable 
) _# Chriſtians will bluſh for me. OE 
„Ed bis Lordſhip been deſcribing the nuſ 
roſligate degree of Shameleſſneſs, he cou'd not, 
r I think, have laid on ſtronger Colours. I ſhall 
- ale uso other return to this, which may juſt- 
ly ve called unparalleled Uſage, than to ſhew 
„ # the Reader what ground there is for it. 


7 4 Ar. Peirce, I ſuppoſe, will be allowed to know 


bus own Meaning as well as his Lordſhip; TI + 
1 wil therefore tranſtribe his awn Defence of 
„  hamſelf, 
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* ſeems to have beeen in this Miſtake : but by I 


opinion of them is. And here he cites what ® 
I fay to the Doctor, 5. 5. How could you 


«+ paſſage, I need not ſay any thing in defence 


ful Terms of our Communion; and then, in 


tation complained of. Let us hear Mr. Peirce 
fe arther. * 8 


at one, or at many of our Terms of Com- 


The PREFACE. „ 
himſelf, and leave it with a few Obſervation: t 
zo the Reader's Fudgment. FT 

Mr. Peirce ſpeaks thus; © _ 


z 
* 


e re (eye aan) Dr. Shape ti « 


this time I preſume he is convinc'd of his 
Error, fince Mr. Peirce has told him, how 8 
highly affronting to the Diſſenters ſuch an 


* ſuggeſt, that we don't ſo much as pretend 
the Terms of your Communion are ſinful? 


a 
t 
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( 
Since the Dean has ſaid nothing againſt this 
DFR. l 1 

« Speaking then farther concerning me, he 4 
% fays; And he goes onto give inſtances of ſnu- 


** the name of all his Brethren, he paſſes a 
judgment, that makes the whole Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Conſtitution ſinful: You may depend 


upon it, that the great Body of the Diſſen- 
ters judge the Terms of Communion ſinfullß 


wi impoſed, P. 6. 3 
« Which words I readily own, and will juſti- 
„ fy, if there be occaſion.” SE 9 
Hitherto no harm is done, no miſrepreſen- 


« He (the Dean) goes on, making this R- 
% mark upon my words, p. 41. This ſtrikes not 


dome Reflettions upon Dean Sherlock's Vindication, p. 38. 
« munton, 


| The PREFACE. 

$ 1111101, but at the whole Eſtabliſhment : All 
the unſcriptural Terms of Communion, I 
grant, it ſtrikes at. The Foundation it ſelf 
is /in, and nothing good can be raiſed on it. 
de A « If by the Foundation he means the Princi- 
ple upon which they act, vi. That they have 
„power of adding Terms of Communion over 
and above what Chriſt has appointed; I own 
the Foundation is wrong, and nothing good 
can be raiſed upon it; however there may 
by the ſame Men upon another and better 
Foundation, the Scriptures. The Superſtru- 
2 cture is only ſo far evil, as, tis not built upon 
that Foundation.” 
In this paragraph likewiſe we are ſtill a- 
Freed. The Foundation, z.e. the Principle up- 
in which the Church acts iu requiring any 
hing of its Members not expreſly required in 
Feripture, (as kneeling at the Sacrament for 


a 4 ſtance) is Sin. This Conſequence Mr. Peirce 


4 


3 
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** we. 


gens and defends; and I ſtand clear hitherto 


any miſrepreſentation of his ſenſe. 

It follows in Mr. Peirce. ' 
He adds: And therefore he very frankly 
and conſiſtently declares, p. 30. We rejoice 
do lee the foundations ſhaken, and the fa- 
brick ſinking, as we never doubted but it 
would ſome time or other. 

This Jn as the Dean has placed it, 
may cafily be miſapplied by the Reader. I 
therefore defire he would obſerve, that I am 
there ſpeaking againſt peoples being led by an 
F implicit faith in men; and for their govern- 
ung their faith and practice by the Word of 
1 | A | “God, 
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The PRIEFACQCE. 
«t' God, as the only Rule. I then tell the Do- 
Actor: This is what we have always pro- 
« fels'd; and I am much miſtaken, if we are 


likely to be moved by any reaſons you have 
brought to the contrary. We can't ſee 7he 


i« Canſe of flavery thrives under your manage- 


% ment, which is a mean defence againſt a no- 


ble and brave oppoſition. We rejoice to ce | 
the foundations ſhaken, Sc. Nor can I lee, | 
«« why the Dean ſhould. be offended cither with 
my hopes or triumphs, upon the prevailing | 
of true and generous Principles; clpecially | 
*« when 'tis under the management of ſo bright 


an ornament of his own Communion.” 


Here we begin to differ; and Mr. Peirce 


thinks his words may be miſapplied as they are 


placed in my Book: A very modeſt Charge com- ! 
pared to the Biſhop's Outcry! But let us ſec | 
what account Mr. Peirce gives us of the Foun- 


dations he beheld ſhaken. 


He was ſpeak ing, he lays, againſt peoples be- 
ing led by an implicit Faith in men; and for 


«© their governing their Faith and Practice by 


© rhe Word of God as the ouly Rule“; And 
** he concludes, that he cannot fee why the 
Dean ſhou'd be offended either with his hopes ? 
or friumphis, upon the prevailing of true and 


generous Principles“. 


"Tis to be ovſerv'd here, that Mr. Peirce 
changes the Ideas quite; which is not anſwer- | 
ing but ſhifting the Charge. He was to tell 


715 what he meant by rejoycing to ſee Founda- 
tions ſhaken; and he anſwers, that he rejoyces 


to /ee true Principles prevail. This 2s not ro 
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The PREFA CE © 
the purpoſe: The Hefter in, What ere the 


Foundations which mm his prophetick Dream he 


-beheld ſhaking ; and what the ground of Hi joy 


in their approaching ruin. Look znto his firſt 
Book, and you'll find that Churches, Councils 
and Convocations, were the linking Favricks. 
In the very paſſage from which I quoted his 
words, © he ws glad fo fee Men ſeek to govern 
© their Faith and Practice not. by the great 
Names of Men, Churches, Councils, Con- 
« yocations or Aſſemblies; but by the only Rule 
*« the Ford of Cod And be preſently adds, 
Me rejoyce to ſee the Foundations ſhaken, 
% and the Fabrick ſinking.” What now was 
the Fabrick that was * was it not the 


Authority of Men, Churches, Councils and 


2. Convocations; which, it ſeems, can no more 


5 * 


Ay 
Tx 
a 1 
8 
* "uae 
0 
* 
* 


; preſeribe Rules for Mens Practice aud Beha- 


Diour in the Church, than they can make a new 
faith? And Myr. Peirce thinks the generous 
Principle of refuſing all obedience to Churches, 


Councils and Convocations, 27s now provarling 


\ under the management of a bright ornament 
f our own Communion;” and tells us frank- 
H, that he and his Brethren the Diſſenters 


look on © rejoycing to fee the Foundations ſha- 
Ken, and the Fabrick ſiubing. How right My, 


Peirce may be in his judgment of our weak aud 
tottering condition, I will not enquire: But I 
ay again; What Hopes, What Triumphs are 


2 theſe! 

But let us attend to Mr. Peircc's farther 
Complaints : 
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The PREFACE. 


But to go on, adds the Dean, he charges 
** the Church with perſecution: I wiſh there 


** was no cauſe for the Charge. And all who 


Aiſfer from the Biſhop of Bangor un the pre- 
** {ent Controverſy, as maintainers of it. Nor 
** has the Dean been able to prove they are 
** Not. 58 0 

© Agreeably to which, he repreſents the Diſ- 
c {enters as the holy remnant, that have not 
** bowed the knee to Baal, p. 38. So that the 
** Church of England in this compariſon (and 
*© ſhould ſeem therefore in this gentleman's opi- 
nion) is an idolatreſs, and her prieſts are 


he prieſts of Baal. 


« This is not a juſt repreſentation of my 


_ © ſenſe; tho' I don't much complain of him, 


** ſince he has uſed me much better than he has 
the Biſhop of Bangor. Thoſe words have no 
relation to the Church of England in particu- 
lar. The caſe is thus: Mr. Pillouniere had 
** thoſe Proteſtants in general, who had gone 
upon the true and only defenſible principle of 
the Reformation ; that is, who were againſt 
perſecution; and among others, he leem'd to 
me, to reckon the Diſſenters to be friends to 
perſecution. He expreſs' d likewiſe his judg- 
ment, that the extream ſmallneſs of the num- 
ber of thoſe who were for toleration, and a- 
gainſt perſecution, was the only reaſon why 
the reformed Religion did not more prevail 
in the world. Now when I had aſſerted that 
«« the Diſſenters declar'd for Toleration, I ad- 


cc 
Cc 
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ce; 


** ded: And J hope 'cwill be a comfort to him, 
„ « 0 


complain'd of the ſmallneſs of the number of 
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s |** who complains of the ſmallneſs of the num- 
© {<< ber of thoſe, who go upon the true and on- 
„ ly defenſible ground of the Reformation, to 
?- |< hear that God has refer d to himſelf, 1 don't 
r |* fay /even, but many times ſeven thouſand, 

| «+ who have not vowed the knee, &c. I did not 
fo much as put in the word Baal; and when 
tis added, tis evident, that only perſecution 
„(which is a great idol with ſome men) is 
| ** compar'd with Baal. And as one half of thoſe 
whom Mr. Pillonniere commends, as being 
againſt perſecution, are of the Church of Eng- 
land, and muſt be manifeſtly join'd with thoſe 
ho have not bow'd the knee; 1o the charge 
can't be underſtood, as brought againſt ! 
Church of England in general; but only a- 
geainſt thoſe in that, or any other Church, 
who are for perſecution. And therefore his 
* ** complaint of me here, and again, p. 43. where 
he renews it, is wholly groundlels.” 


f I have inſerted this paſſage at large, that 
e I may be ſure of not injuring Mr. Peirce. 
f And now I deſire the Reader to obſerve, 
it 4r. That Mr. Peirce does not deny that he char- 
o ged the Church of England with Perſecution. 
o 2. He owns that in his compariſon, the Idol 
)-= } Perſecution zs meant by Baal. This zs all that 


I charged him with; and this is all confeſſed - 
It remains only to be conſidered what ground 
y there was for the conſequence I deduced from 
il 7 zheſe Poſitions, viz. that this Compariſon re- 


ut |» preſented the Church of England as an Idola- 
|- treſs, and her Prieſts as the Prieſts of Baal. If 
in this I drew a falſe conſequence, I ſhould 4 


The ' PREFACE. 
glad to have it ſhewn to be ſo by Mr. Peirce, 
or the Biſhop for him. The conſequence ſtands 
thus : 7 
The Prieſts of that Church which ſets up an 
Idol, are Prieſts of that Idol. ny 
But the Church of England ſets up the Idol 
Baal (Perſecution.) 
Therefore the Prieſts of the Church of Eng- 
land are Prieſts of Baal. N * 
Mr. Peirce ſays farther, that his worde 
(who have not bowed the knee, Sc.) have no 
relation to the Church of England in particular; 
very true, for 1 ind he meant to charge all | 
eſtabliſhed Churches that are, or ever were ; | 
but ts the reflexion therefore the leſsanjurious to 
the Church of England? Is it any conſolation Þ? 
to us to be told, that the Churches of Chriſt, 
from the days of Conſtantine at least, have 
bowed the knee ty Baal? | 5 
To as little purpoſe is it, that Mr. Peirce 
tells us afterwards that he did not mean the 


Church of England in general, and proves it, 
becauſe Mr. Pillonniere had commended fome 
of the Church as being againſt Perſecution : ©. 


for though Mr. P. himſelf excepts the Biſhop ' 
of Bangor and ſome others from his Charge, 
yet in this very explication of himſelf, he ſtill | 
thinks there is ground enough to continue the 
Charge of Perſecution agaznſt the Church =}. 

1 am willing to leave it to any impartial mau 
to judge what Mr. Peirce could mean, when \ 
after having (im his firſt Book) laid Perſecu- 
tion to the charge of the Church of England, 
be proceeds to vindicate the Difſenters againf l 
\ | Foe 4 


The PREFACE. 

e, | the like charge, and ſays, they had not bowed 
{s | the knee, Sc. Is not this a ſtrong implica- 
tion that the Church, which he pronounced 
n | guilty, had bowed the knee to Baal? Can the 
character given to Diſſenters, and ſome Pro- 
teſtauts abroad, merely upon ſuppoſing them 
clear of the crime imputed to the Church, a- 
| mount to any thing leſs than fixing the reverie 
of that character upon the Church of England? 
| Does not the very application of this paſ- 
ſage of Scripture to the preſent caſe infer this 
charge? The Holy Remnant, who had not 
1 bowed the knee to Baal, were diſtinguiſhed 
1 from the Idolatrous Iſraelites: In the Compari- 
3 ſon the Diſſenters are the Holy Remnant; they 
A are therefore diſtinguiſhed from the idolatrous 
Ferowd of Perſecutors. Ast now Mr. Peirce 
; who they are, and he will ftill tell you that the 
(Church of England is à perſecuting Church. 
ie pleads, I know, for himſelf, that he did 
not ſo much as put in the word Baal; but on- 
J /aid, they had not bowed the knee, Gc. 
An unhappy excuſe, in my opinion; for it 
- 2 plainly ſhews that Mr. Peirce ſaw how the 
3 reflexion pointed; why clſe did he not put in 
the word Baal? or where was the modeſty in 
leaving it out? His not expreſſing the word, 

i an evidence that he was conſcious of the 
3 foulneſs of the charge it carryd with it; and 
is leaving out a word ſo eaſily ſupplied by e- 


very Reader, is no juſtification. 


More it neceſſary tw. ſhew Mr. Peirce's opi- 
„union in this matter, we have evidence enough 

iu a Book reprinted ſauce this Gontroverſy ; it 
| | 7s 
3 


The -PREFA CE. 
is a light thing with him to charge the Church 
with ſchiſmatical rage, and her Biſhops with 
tyranny aud cruelty: But I have no deſign to 
dra en a new Controverſy with this Gentle- 
man; what I have.now ſaid has been forced 
From me by a very vile accuſation. As to Mr. | 
Pierce, I woru'd only, before I take leave, ex- 
preſs to him my great concern to ſee in his late 
Writings ſo much bitterneſs of ſpirit againſt the 
Charch, after thirty Tears indulgence to Non- 
conformiſts. Theſe are not the ways of peace, 
nor are they the fruits, which were expetfed 
From the Toleration. 5 | 
1 have now ſhewn the Reader what ground 
there was for this violent attack upon me; aud 
very willingly ſubmit it to every good and 
reaſonable Chriſtian r judge for whole ſake He 
ought to bluſh. His Lordſhip had reaſon, and 
therefore I joiu with him in leaving the mo- 
deſt, the bluſhing, part to others; for ſuch is, 
either, my Crime, or ſuch is his Lordſhip's 
Charge, that, whichever of us ſhall appear 
to be guilty, he muſt at the ſame time appear 
to be incapable of bluſhing for himſelf. f 
But to draw towards a Concluſion. . 
His Lordſhip in his Introduction has given 
us four or five reaſons to juſtify the practice 
of writing publickly againſt the Laws of the 
Countrey; and according to his wonted good- 
neſs, he has repeated them again towards the 
cloſe of his Book. e 
1 gueſtion very much whether ſuch liberty 
was ever allowed in any well ſettled Govern- | 
„ ment, 


The PREFACE. 
ment, or whether any can be ſafe and eaſy 
which does allow it. There are proper ways 


for men to ſeek redreſs againſt legal hardſhips, 


without complaining to the people from the 
Prefs, of the iniquity and injuſtice of the laws ; 
which is downright libelling the Government. 
And if this liberty muſt be reckoned among the 
common Rights of Subjects, the caſe of Gover- 
nours is really to be pitied. As for his Lord- 
ſhip, all the world knows that he has not want- 
ed frequent opportunities of lodging any com- 
plaints of this nature in a proper place; and 
why he choſe rather to appeal to the people, 
and to call the paſſions and the intereſts of the 


3 multitude to his aſſiſtance, is not yet accounted 
* for, in any of the reaſons with which he has 


obliged us. . 

Be ſides; Tis one thing to open the nature 
and the effetts of any Law, and in proper lau- 
guage to repreſent the inconventencies which 
experience has diſcovered; and another, to 
charge the Legiſlature with violence, iniquity, 
and the oppreſſion of the common Rights of 
Subjects; and to proclaim to the people, that 
the Legiſlature were ſo eſtranged from the con- 


3 fideration of juſtice and equity, that they pro- 
2 ceeded upon, The pleaſing Preſumption, that all 
23 Preferments and Places of Truſt and Influence 
A ought to be engroſſed by THosr, who feel 
* themſelves to have Power enough ro EXCROSS 
them, p. 52. 


But farther : There zs a difference likewiſe 


between writing againſt a particular Law, as 
Founded in a miſtake, or liable to inconventen- 
4 | CiC 95 ” 
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cies, and writing againſt the very Power and 


Authority it ſelf from which the Law flows ; 
aud this is his Lordſhip's caſe; he is not con- 
tent with ſaying,” that the Laws for the eſta- 
bliſhment of the Church are improper, but with 
an high hand he declares to the world, that 
all Civil Laws relating to the Church are en- 


croachments upon Chriſt, aud the product of 


an uſurped Authority; and that no human 
Laws can have a proper Authority over en 


conſidered as Creatures capable of Religion, 


P. IOO. 
Our firſt Reformers did indeed miſlibe the 
Laws made for the ſupport of Popery ; but {0 


far they were from diſowning the authority of 


the State in religious matters, that reſtoring the 
Supremacy 70 the Crown, was the firſt ſtep, 
aud the foundation of our Reformation. But 
his Lordſhip not only miſlikes the Laws now 
zu being, but even the Authority by which 
they are made; and whenever his Reformation 
prevails, it muſi begin with diveſting the Le- 
g1flature off their aſſumed Authority, and in 
reſtoring to every man the Supremacy in his 
own behalf. A wild conceit, which his Lord. 
ſhip cheriſhes and is fond of, as if it were the 
whole of his Goſpel. 

This 1s his Lordſhip's method of writing a- 
gainſt the Laws of the Conſtitution; and , he 
means to juſtify it, he muſt find other Reaſons, 
for thoſe already given, come not up to the 
Pornr. 


J have nothing more to add, but to give the 


Reader in few words, an account of the fol- 


towing Sheets © The |} 


The PREFACE. 
d | The preſent Controverſy conſiſts of three ve- 
; | ry diſtin Points. . 


— 1. To enquire what is the true meaning and 
„ intention of the Laws which are the ſubjett 
f thes Debate. 


f | © 2. Whether the intention aſeribed to them 
| be in it ſelf juſt and equitable. 


» 1 3. Whether the means made uſe of to com- 
1 paſs this intention are juſtifiable. 


At preſent I examine the firſt point only, 
as that which is the foundation of the whole. 
The other parts will follow in a reaſonable 
Lime, and probably both together; for 77 7 
# 1 have not gone through many Pages of his 
i Lordſhip's Book, yet I have anſwered the 
1 greateſt part of it, the bulk of it being owing 
o frequent and almoſt endleſs repetitions of 
the ſame things; ſo that it may, I think, in 
this reſpett be very fitly compared to a Mul- 
7 tiplying Glaſs, wh:ch though it ſeldom ſhews 
an object diſtinctly, yet it preſents it to you 
over and over again. 7 
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THE TRUE 


1 Mzanixe and INTENTION 
ton 4 | 
I. 14. 


1 Corporation and Teſt Acrs 
7 aſſerted, Sc. 


| I. 1 

HERE is nothing more neceſſa- 
ry in every Controverſy to give 
light to the Reader, and to preſerve 
him from being impoſed on by the 
| low and mean arts of Sophiltry , 
than a Clear State of the Fat? or Cale about 
which the Diſpute is: For this reaſon I endea- 
voured in my late Vindication of the Corpora- 
tion and Teſt Acts, to give in the firſt place 
the true ſenſèe and meaning of thoſe Laws; and 
for the /ame reaſon it is, I ſuppoſe, that the 
Biſhop of Bangor reſents my taking this Me- 
fthod, and obſerves with an a of contempt, 

that before I come to the main gueſtiont 


B ſpend 


OF. THE 


ES ) 

ſpend above 20 Pages in what J call ſſatin 
the fat? of. the caſe: His Lordſhip thinks thi 
fo unediſying a way of writing, that he profeſſey © 
to enter into his part of the work, merely © 
becauſe I ſeem to think much depends upon it | © 


Ca 


Cs 


His Lordſhip, I am perſuaded, will be of my! 
mind before he has done, and this nuch deſp:-| © 


{ed part of the work about the State of the 


Ca/e will haunt him in every part of the Con- Yr 


troverly, and will be a 7% (dreadful thing !) 
to diſtinguiſh in this Debate between plain 
ſenſe and a labour'd diſguiſe, between reaſoning | 
and ſhuffling, between truth and. falſhood. b 
After having given the ſum of the Corpora- 


reſent Controverſy; I obſerved : The latter 
of theſe Acts is declared by the Act of 7%. 
ration it ſelf to extend to Proteſtant Diſſen- | 
<< ters. The former expreſſly relates to them: 
And both are declared, 10 Aunæ, cap. 2. to 
be made for the Security of the Church of * 
England as by Law. eſtabliſh'd. 
*< Theſe Acts then being made for the Secu- 


for the Security of the Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitu- 
tion of the Realm; the intention plainly was 
to keep Non conformiſts of all forts (whoſe 
principles and affection to their own ways, 
Cannot but lead them to uſe any power, put 
„into their hands, to the hurt of the eſta- 
« bliſh'd Church, from which they have ſe- 
* parated) out of Offices civil and military, and 
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rity of the Church as by Law eſtabliſn d; z. e. 


tion and Teſt Acts, as far as they relate to the 


FT 


4 « out of the government and direction of Cor- 


« porations. To the end that the ſucceſſion in 


| © ſuch Corporations may be moſt probably per- 


e petuated in the hands of per ſons well aſtected 


| «© 70 his Majeſty and the eſtabliſhed Govern- 
1 < ment b, and for preſervation of the publick' 
« Peace both in Church and State ©. 


In this part of the caſe his Lordſhip finds ſeve- 
ral very vi/ible Miſtakes, which he ranges under 
five heads. His firſt obſervation ſtand thus. 

1. When the Corporation Act was made, 
« Many of thoſe Miniſters, who afterwards dil- 
cc ſented, were in poſſeſſion of their Livings, and 
« had been declar'd by King Charles II. himſelf, 


1 c but a few Months before, to have been found 
by him, when They waited on Him in Hol. 
land, Perſons full of Zeal for the Peace of © 


« the Church and State. Thoſe particular Non- 
ce conformiſts, who were Followers of theſe Men, 
c could hardly be defign'd lo ſoon to be excluded 
c from any Offices, merely in order to tbe Pre- 


& ſfervation of the Public Peace, &c. 


I find it very difficult to comprehend this reaſo- 
ning: here are two things affirmed with reſpect to 


'S diſſenting Miniſters, neither of which has any re- 


lation to the preſent cafe. 1. It is ſaid that many 
of them were in poſſeſſion of livings when the 
Corporation Act was made. 2. That a few months 
before that time, K. Charles had declared that he 
had found them to be Perſons ful! of zeal for 
the Peace of the Church and State. As to their 


being in poſſeſſion of livings, it amounts to no 


proof of their zeal for the Peace of Church and 


7 — — 


b Preamble to Corporation 4 e Ibid. p. 2. 
| B 2 State; 


4 A 
Tl State; a Miniſter who has 0 living may be ve 
ry =ealous for the Peace of both; and he who 
has many livings may poſſibly not regard the 
Peace of either. Beſides, the poſſeſſion of liv- 
ings which theſe Miniſters then had, was an il- 
legal poſſeſſion, attended fometimes with inju- 
ſtice to the rightful Incumbents, who had been 
ejected to make room for theſe men of Seal for 
Peace; oftentimes with the injury of the true 
Patrons; and almoſt always with the breach of the 
Laws of Church and State, inſomuch that theſe 
Miniſters in poſſeſſion at the time the Corporation 


Laws then in being; and were continued only by 
the zadul/gence and forbearance of the Govern- 
ment, in proſpect of their complyance. 2. As to 
the King's Declaration of their Se for Peace, 

it is a very feeble argument; for what if the Kin 
were deceived, and ſaw reaſon to alter his mind! 
or what if the Miniſters behaviour changed before 
the Corporation Act paſſed ? In either of theſe 
caſes, both which are very poſſible, the argument 
comes to nothing. But conſidering that the Cor- 
poration Act related not to Miniſters, the argu- 
ment is ſtill more abſurd. For, 
2. His Lord{hip does not infer from the Peace- 


intended to be affected by the Act; but he infers 
from their Peaceablenels, that none of their Fol- 
lowers were deſigned to be excluded ſrom Offices: 
But what if the Followers were not ſo peaceable as 
the Leaders, what then becomes of the argument? 
His Lordſhip has produced no evidence that they 
were, and he has no right to the Popiſh expedient 
of transferring merit from one to another. 
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Af paſſed, were liable to be diſpoſſeſſed by the 


ableneſs of theſe Miniſters, that they were not 


. It 


„ 

3. It is very abſurd to limit or explain gene- 
ral Laws by the circumſtances of individual 
Men: ſuch Laws being made for publick good 


are founded on general reaſons; and if they at- 


tain the end, which all things conſidered, is 
moſt for the benefit of the Publick, they are 
good and wholſome Laws, notwithſtanding that 
it may ſo happen, that in ſome particular caſes 


they bear hard. 


Let us ſee then how his Lordſhip's Argument 
ſtands. The Miniſters who waited upon the 


1 King in Holland were eight, or ten at moſt, as 


our Hiſtories relate the fact: the Miniſters who re- 
fuſed to conform are reckoned by their own Party 
to be 2000: In what manner many of them and 
their followers demeaned themſelves, may be ſeen 
in the Chancellor's Speech at the opening of the 
Parliament which met May 8, 1661, who tells us, 


of ſeditious Preachers, who cannot be con- 


tent to be diſpenſed with for their full obedi- 
ence to ſome Laws eſtabliſhed, without re- 
** proaching and inveighing againſt thoſe Laws 
how eſtabliſhed ſoever who by repeating 
the very Expreſſions, and teaching the very 
*+* Doctrine, they ſet on foot in the year 1640, 
* ſufficiently declare, that they have no mind 
« that 20 years ſhou'd put an end to the miſeries 
we have undergone.” And at the opening 
the ſecond Seſſions of this Parliament, the King 
tells them, „ There are many wicked Inſtru- 
ments {till as active as ever, who labour day 
and night to diſturb the publick Peace, and 
to make all people jealous of each other.” 2 
A 5 this 
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this Seſſion the Corporation Act, and the Act 
of Uuiformity both paſſed. His Lordſhip's 
Argument now is, that the Corporation Act 
cou'd not be intended to exclude Noncon- 

formiſts of a// ſorts from places in Corporati- 


ons; becauſe the King had declared a year be- 
fore, that he found eight or ten Miniſters full 
of Zeal for the peace of Church and State; and 


his Lordſhip ſuppoſes their particular Followers 


were all. of the ſame mind: Allowing all this to be 
true, yet if his Lordſhip can ſay nothing for the 
1990 other Miniſters, and their Followers, he 
leaves reaſon enough to ſupport the juſtice and 


equity of the Law, in iutending to exclude 


Nonconformiſts of 4// ſorts. 


4. The ſame Argument will prove that the 
Act of Uniformity was not intended to exclude 


Nonconformiſts of all ſorts from Livings and 
Offices in the Church : for why ſhou'd theſe 
Sealous Miniſters for the peace of the Church 
and Htate, be any more excluded from the 
Church, than their Followers from the Corpo- 
rations. 1 | 
F. It will prove alſo, that no Law in King 
Charles's Reign was intended to exclude Pa- 


piſis from Offices: for the King publickly own- 


ed his obligation to many of them, who ven- 
tured their lives and eſtates in defence of his 


Father and himſelf; and more than eight or 


ten might be named who were peaceable Sub- 


JE uns (ts, cb; 5 
6. Many Nonconformiſts being in poſteſſion of 
their Livings at the time the Corporation Act 


paſted, 


| WED 
paſſed, has led two other! Authors into very 
great Miſtakes, which I ſhall rake this opportu- 
nity of rectify ing. 29D 
The Author of the Principles, &c. applies 
himſelf ro me thus, © « I wou'd deſire leave to 
ask the learned Dean this one queſtion ; How 
an Act requiring perſons in offices to receive 
ce the Sacrament according to the Rites of the 
Church of Azg/and, made in 1661, cou'd be 
intended to exclude Presbyterians, when fo 
many of their Miniſters continued ſtill in poſ- 
|< ſeffion of the publick Churches till 1662 ? 
3<< Wou'd it not at that time have been a ſuf- 
e ficient qualification to receive the Sacrament 
in their Pariſh Church, though it ſhould have 
been from no conformable Miniſter ? f 
Mr. Lowman, pag. 32. has the ſame argu- 
ment, and introduces it with obſerving, © That 
the Seſſions of Parliament in which the Cor- 
poration Act was made, was opened on the 8˙⁰ 
of May 1661; which was a year before the 
F* preſent Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution was ſettled 
by the new Act of Uniformity.” From whence 
e infers, „That the Corporation Act did not 
require any ſuch adherence to the 2 Con- 


* * Kitution, as the Dean contends far; nor any 
e luch affection, but what may be conſiſtent 
with the principles of Proteſtant Diſſenters, 
8 | a | | 

1 a n | 4 8258 — 8 7 IP 
Author of the Principles of an Occaſional Conformiſt ftaed 


d defended, printed 1718. Mr. Lowman's Defence of Prote- 
ut Diſſenters, &c, printed 1718. „ 
6 8 © Preface, pag. 6, 7. 
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68.) 
it being notorious that above 2000 then were 
*«« employed in the Service of the Church!“ 

The ſeveral Miſtakes on which this Reaſon- 
ing is founded, will appear by ſtating the Fact 
on which they are built. | vitae 

1. Mr. Lowman does not very candidly ſtate 
this Caſe. For tho' what he ſays of the open- 
ing of the Seſſions be true; yet the Corporation 
Act wasnot ready at the opening of the Seſſions, 
for it did not pals till the 20 of December 1661, 
and the *”Un:zformity Act paſſed the 19 of May 11 
following, in the ſame Seſſion: And though 
the preſent Liturgy did not take place till Au- 
guſt 1662, yet the Law enacting that it ſnou'd 
take place then, was in force before; and the 
Corporation Act and Uniformity Act mean one 
and the ſame thing by the Church of England 1 
as by Law eſtabliſnet. A 

2. Had the Caſe been otherwiſe, yet Mr. 
| Lowman's inference, that the Corporation Act 
meant no ection mconſiſtent with the Prin. 
ciples of Proteſtant Diſſenters; and the other 
Gentleman's inference, that receiving in a P. 
riſh Church from a Nonconforming Miniſter, 
was a /afficzent Qualification within the intent 
of the AQ, are ill grounded: for the Corpora. 
tion Act requires, that the Sacrament be re. 
ceiv'd according to the Rites of the Church 
England. | 3 

Now whether the ze Act of Uniformity wad 
in being or no, yet the old one certainly was 
and Mr. Lowman will not pretend that th 
Proteſtant Diſſenters were readier to comply 
. 5 Wit 


1 
e with the % Act of Uniformity, than the 2e 
ſone; nor will the other Gentleman affirm, that 
\- |the Nonconformiſts who were in livings did ob- 
& {ſerve the Rites of the Church of England as 
; {eſtabliſhed by the old Act of Uniformity before 
te Iche Reſtoration; conſequently it follows that re- 
n. ceiving according to the Rztes of the Church of 
„ | England as eſtabliſhed before the new Act of 
is, Uniformity, was as inconſiſtent then with the 
1, Diſſenters Principles as it is now, and recciv- 
ay Jing from the Nonconformiſts, though in poſe/- 
Jon of livings, was no qualification according 
to the Act. Thar the old Laws relating to the 
Eſtabliſhment of the Church were in force, and 
che taken to be ſo at and before the Reſtoration every 
ne ody knows; the Houſe of Commons declare it 
nd in their Addreſs to the King, February 1665, 
iin which they tell him that his Declaration from 
Mr. Breda ought not to be taken as a Promiſe on 
act i his part to give Indulgence, becauſe he was not 
in. Capable of making ſuch a promiſe, there being 


herb-aws of Oniformity then in being, which could 
D. % be diſpenſed with but by AF of Parlia- 
ter, Heut. Mr. Baxter in his Life, p.286. tells us 


Foo this was the caſe, and that the o Laws were 
n force againſt the Nonconformiſts before the 
Þ<ew ones were made. But this matter is put 
Put of all doubt by the laſt clauſe of the new 
Act of Uniformity, which provides, that zhe 
Pool“ of Common Prayer, and Adminiſtration 
/ Sacraments, and other Rites and Ceremo- 
th es of the Church of England, 8c. heretofore 
n uſe, &c. ſhall be ſtill uſed —— until the 
W eaſt of St. Bartholomew 1662. And now 8 : 
= ; C the 
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( 10 ) 
the Gentleman anſwer himſelf, whether recciy- | 
ing in a Pariſh Church from a Nonconformiſt | 
was a ſufficient Qualification. But farther, 

3. The one queſtion which the Gentleman 
deſires to ask me goes 7 705 a very great mi- 


ſtake: His queſtion is, 


ow an Att requiring | 
Perſons in Offices to recerve the Sacrament 
according to the Rites of the Church of Eng- 
land, made in 1661, could be intended toexclude ' 
Presbyterians, when ſo many of their Mini- 
ſters continued ſtill in poſſeſſion of the public 
Churches till 1662. If this Gentleman had at al! 
conſidered the Corporation Act, he would not 

have asked this queſtion; for tho' the Act was 

made in 1661, yet receiving the Sacrament was 

not made a qualification for any Office to which 


w K „„ CO PF. ww 


any Perſon was called or elected before Marth 


25, 1663, and the preſent Act of Uniformity 
took place in Aug. 1662; ſo that I muſt deſire 
this Gentleman to anſwer oe queſtion in Hi 
turn; whether receiving the Sacrament from a 
Nonconformiſt would have been allowed as a 
ſufficient qualification within the meaning of 
the Corporation Act in any Law Court, after 
March 25, 1663? and before that time there 


could be no queſtion in Law about it. 


4. The ſtating of this caſe affords a very clear 
argument to juſtify the account I gave of this, 
Act, and of the true meaning of the Sacramen-# 
tal Teſt. By this Act all Officers in Corpora- 
tions are obliged to take the Oaths of Allegi- 
ance and Supremacy, a new Oath againſt the 
Lawfulneſs of taking arms againſt the King, Sc. 
and to ſubſcribe a Declaration about MN Wo 

; » em! 


755 
3 


PP Bi 
"hh lemn League and Covenant, and to take the 
1 Sacrament within a Tear before their Electi- 
aan on, &c. It is to be obſerved, that the three 
ni. | Oaths were to be taken, and the Declaration 
ing | ſubſcribed by all who were in place upon the 
n+ 1 24" of December 1661, but the Sacramental 
19- Teſt was required of fuch only as ſhould be e- 
1 | lected after the 25 of March 1663. What was 
11. | the reaſon, I pray you, of this difference? Was 
it not plainly this, that many Churches being 
in the poſſeſſion of Nonconformiſts in 1661, 
\or and the Year before, the Parliament chought 
vas not fit to accept of any Perſons receiving the 
vas | Sacrament in the Churches fo poſſeſſed as an e- 
vidence of what they required; and knew that 
many Perſons well affected to the Church of 
England, had wanted opportunities of receiving 
according to the Rites of the Church for more 
than a Year before the paſſing of the ſaid Act? 
For which reaſons, though they immediately re- 
quired the Oaths and the Subſcription from all 
in Offices in December 1661, yet they requi- 
red the Sacramental Teſt of ſuch only as thould 
be elected after March 25, 1663: By which 
time, and long before which time they well 
knew that the Nonconformiſt Preachers would 
be removed, and the Rites of the Church of 
England be eſtabliſhed throughout the Kingdom 
by their new Act of Uniformity. Had they 
intended to require the receiving the Sacrament, 
as a mere external act, without any regard to 
the zrward ſentiments and affection of the Re- 
ceiver (which is the Biſhop of Baugor's pecu- 
liar Dream) or did they intend to accept of 


C 2 ſuch 


(12 
ſuch a receiving of the Sacrament as might be 
conſiſtent with the Principles of Diſſenters, 
(which is the ſuppoſition of the two Authors 
lately mentioned) why did they not require this 
Sacramental Teſt of all in Office in 61 and 62 ? 
For this very reaſon they did not require it, be- 
cauſe many Nonconformiſts were in poſſeſſion 
of Pariſh Churches, and they very well knew 
that receiving the Sacrament among the Non- 
conformiſts, was no Evidence or Teſt of Con- 
formity, which was the qualification they re- 
| quired, and intended to ſecure by the Sacra- 
| mental Teſt. . 
| I may be asked perhaps another queſtion, 
whether the Parliament intended to permit Non- 
conformiſts to enjoy Offices in Corporations, 

1 provided they came in before 63, ſince they re- 
| quired not of ſuch that they ſhould receive the 
l Sacrament according to the Rites of the Church |} 
of England : My anſwer is, that they had no ſuch | 
intention; and there is a particular and very 
large power given the Commiſſioners in the Cor- di 
poration Act, which ſeems to me principally de- 
ſigned to ſupply this defect in the mean time. F. 
All who refuſed the three Oaths and Subſcrip- kt 
lion were to be turned out of Corporation Pla- ÞD 
ces; but the Commiſſioners had a farther power, fe 
| which was to turn out any of thoſe who did #1 
take them, if they thought it expedzent for the 
publicſ Safety. The reaſon of this plainly was 
that the Corporations might be ſettled upon a true 
foot at firſt; that thoſe who were afterwards to 
5 be the Electors of Members of the Corpora- #' 
1 tions, ſhould themſelves be Perſons of unſul- F* 
| pected 


11 
pected Zeal for Church and State. Farther, it 
may be obſerved that as the Sacramental Teſt 

did not take place till 63, ſo the Commiſſioners 
had a power till 63, to put out of places any, 
though in other reſpects qualified by the Act; 

which extraordinary power ceaſed at the fame 
time that the Sacramenral Teſt commenced, 
which ſhews, I think, for what end chiefly the 

- {extraordinary power was granted, vg. for the 
effectual excluſion of ſuch as were intended to 
be excluded by the Te, ſince it was thought 

- Ineceſlary only until the Sacramental Teſt could 
take place. If his Lordſhip or his Friends can 

give better, or other reaſons for not requiring 

the Sacramental Teſt of any in office before 63, 

and of rhe extraordinary power granted to the 

- Fommiſſioners till that time and no longer, I 

Hhould be glad to hear them; in the mean while 

this argument appears to me deciſive in this 

caſe, that the Sacramental Teſt was required as 
gan evidence of conſtant Conformity, and Obe- 
dience, and good Affection to the Eccleſiaſtical 

Eſtabliſnment; and that the extraordinary pow- 

fr given to the Commiſſioners, was to enable 

fthem to exclude ſuch as were juſtly ſuſpected 

- of Nonconformity, leaſt ſuch ſhould fix them- 

r, Yelves in Corporations, before the Sacramental 

d leſt took place. 


e His Lordſhip's ſecond Argument to ſhew my 
s Weveral very viſible Miſtakes, is, 

e 2. © The Teſt Act was particularly and pe- 
o F culiarly leyell'd at Papiſts, and not at Non- 
1- F* conformiſts in general; nor at all at Prote- 
- F* /tqut Diſſenters, againſt whom now the New 
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* Original Deſigu of it, a Law for the Par- 


ſenters; it is a Imitation and condition of their 
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| | . | | : IV. 
« ſo ſtrenuouſly urges it. It was not, in the 4 


*« ticular Security of the Church of England, | o 
as ſuch, or of the Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution | o 
« of the Realm; as He is pleas d here to af-| ; 
firm it ro be; but for the Security of the] 5 
„ Frate, and of the whole Proteſtant Cauſe, 
*« againſt Papiſt alone, as He himſelf, in Ef 
« fe, afterwards owns. | 

This Cavil might have been ſpared had their 
been any inclination to fair dealing, becaule to 
avoid a diſpute of no conſequence in the pre- 
{ent debate, except only to amule the ignorant, | 


lo 
5 
a 
t 
1 
I had referred for the authority of the Teſt Act, a 
in relation to Diſſenters, to the Act of Tole- | 
ration; Which expreſſly declares it to ex- It 
tend to Proteſtant Diſſenters : let the particula- 
rity therefore and peculiarity of the Teſt Act 
in its original deſign be what it will, yet ever 
ſince the firſt of Milliam and Mary it has by ; 
AF of the Legiſlature been bound upon Dit-Y , 
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Toleration; the ſame Law which gives them 
one, declares and continues them liable ro the 


< 


other. This being the fact, is it not of mighty 
conſequence in the preſent caſe to repeat it 30 
or 40 times over, that the original deſign of Þ | 
the Act was particularly and peculiarly againlt'Y , 
Papiſts ? "F 
But what does his Lordſhip think, that King, 
Lords and Commons had loſt all their ſenſes in, 
the 25" of King Charles; and that they paſſed F | 
an Act which did, and neceſſarily. would (as“ 

things then ſtood) affect 2/1 Diſſenters, and 
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13 
yet without any deſign or intention to affect 
he 
he them at all? Is making of Laws too become a 
ar, mere external act, to which there goes no rea- 
| ſon, deſign or intention of the Law- maker 2 
This mult be the caſe, or elſe it was part of the 
intention of the Teſt Act to exclude Diſſenters, 
ſince all the world knows it did, and foreſaw 
that it would exclude them. Have we not been 
often told, and particularly by the late Biſhop of 
Salisbury, of the great merit of Alderman Love 
elit a Diſſenter, who declared for himielf and o— 
1 thers, that they would readily ſubmit to the 
1 Teſt, and not oppoſe it on their own account, 
nt, for fear of ſtopping the ſecurity which the Na- 
cr, tion would have by that At? Docs not Mr. 
2 Lowman tell us, p. 38. that it was an Honour 
to the Proteſtant Diſſenters that they ſo rea- 
44. Adil and S ee gave up privileges they then 
2 enzoyed by Law, for the fake of having the Teſt 
er Act paſſed? And what now ? did the Diſſen- 
Dy ters only ſee what effect the Act would have; 
"2 nay, did others not ſee it when the Diſſenters 
I themſelves declared the effect to them? or muſt 
4 we ſay that the Legiſlature did certainly know 


he that the Diſſenters would be affected by the 


% Act, and yet paſſed the Act without any deſign 
30 or intention to affect them, (though without a- 
ny exception in favour of them) but particu- 
int larly and peculiarly to affect Papiſts, and them 
23 only? His Lordſhip tells us, that he deals not 


ng in egal Suppoſetions, and yet, methinks, it 


5 in 
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Ted : | Speech in the Houſe of Lords upon the Occaſional Bill, 1704. 
(ay | would 
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would be but a ſmall favour in him to ſuppoſe, 


that our Law-makers have common Senſe. 


I be truth is, that the Teſt Act was chiefly, 
but not peculiarly deſign d againſt the Papiſis; 
all the world ſaw what effect it would have up- 
on Diſſenters, and the Act paſſed the more rea- 
dily becauſe this effect was ſeen, becauſe it was 
underſtood that the Te would guard the Church 
and State from the attempts of Papiſis on one 
hand, and of Diſenters on the other : and lo | 
little has Thi effect upon Diſſenters been dif- | 
_ owned or diſliked by the Legiſlature ſince, that 
at a time when they were moſt inclined to a- 
vour Diſſenters, and granted them a Tolera- 
tion, they took care explicitely and expreſſly 
ro continue the Teſt Act upon them. = 
His Lordſhip adds, that this Act was nt 
made for the particular ſecurity of the Church 7 
of England, 2. e. it was not made (as he ex- 
plains himſelf) for the /ecurzty of the Church, 
excluſive of the State; and who ſaid it was? 
let thoſe who ſaid it anſwer his Lordſhip : but 


it follows, that this Act was made for the /ecu- 
rity of the WaoLEg Proteſtant Cauſe. Now 
the true Deſign of the Act was to ſecure the 


Proteſtant Intereſt as eſtabliſhed in the King's 


£5605 
2 
53 4 
* 


Dominions, which is indeed in conſequence a 
ſecurity to the whole Proteſtant Cauſe; but 


will it follow from hence that it was not imme- 
diately intended for the ſecurity of the Church 
of England? Will his Lordſhip undertake to 
prove that this Act which excluded all Diſſen- 
ters from places of truſt, was intended as much 


— 


for the ſecurity of Nouconformity, as a part 3 


De 4 

+=, 
8 
. 
. 


e, 
„df Proteſtantiſm, as it was for the ſecurity of the 
„Church eſtabliſhed, whoſe members only were 
left capable of any ſhare in the Government: 
Could that Parliament which eſteemed the Sepa- 
ration from the Church of England to be a great 
ry weakning of the whole Proteſtant Cauſe; which 
had laid great penalties upon all who taught in 
10 | Meeting-houſes, and on all who were preſent at 
- 1 ſuch reaching; could they, to ſecure the whole, 
1 intend to ſecure Conventicles, which they thought 
at] deſtructive of the Proteſtant Intereſt, as well as of 
28 the Church? Whither will ſome Mens abilities 
75 carry them, and how dangerous a ſnare is it to 
4 4 a man to imagine that he can prove, or confute 
p any thing ar pleaſure ! Bur however, how does 
5 2 his Lordſhip prove that the intent of this Ach 
was not for the particular ſecurity of the 
4 Church of Englaud? We have only His word, 
2 that the Act has no ſuch meaning; on the 0+ 
ther ſide I had produced the authority of the 
we Legiſlature, the Crown, and the two Houſes 
8 of Parliament, declaring this Act to have been 
. made for the ſecurity of the Church of England 
* 2 by Law eſtabliſhed; and notwithſtanding the 
5 deference I have to his Lordſhip's op:znz0n, even 
2 > when he pleaſes to conceal his reaſons, I can- 
a4 not but ſtill think that the voice and authority 


þ 7 3. His Lordſhip proceeds to a third Obſer- 
vation. | 
irt 


] yet 


4 ſhip's opinion in determining the intent and 
meaning of a Starure of the Realm. 


D „ 


of the Legiſlature ought to outweigh his Lord- 
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« ALL Sorts, was not therefore, the certain 


* Tatention of Either of theſe Acts: and un- 


„ doubtedly, not of the Latter. 

Such conſequences from ſuch premiſes are 
matter of curiofity, and not every day to be 
met with. But having already confidered the 


premiſes, I ſhall not venture to follow the great 
example before me ſo far, as to repeat at every | 


turn what has been ſaid before. I ſhall only 


obſerve that his Lordſhip is not ſatisfied with 


his own arguments as to the Corporation Act, 
and therefore he ventures only to ſay that it 
was not the certain intention of that Act to ex- 
clude Nonconformiſts of all forts : If ſo, it 
ſeems that his Lordſhip is not certain but that 
might be the intention, which ſhews that he 
can find no certain concluſion in any of his 


arguments againſt ſuch an intention: and con- 


ſequently he ought not to have placed my aſ- 
cribing ſuch an intention to that Act among the 
very viſible Miſtakes which he was to rectify, 
fince after all he does not pretend that it is vz- 


fible even to himſelf that it is a miſtake. Of 


the Teſt Act his Lordſhip has given ſome ac- 
count to ſhew what other intention it had 9- 
rigznally; of the Corporation Act he has not 


pretended to give any account, he has nor 


once in his whole Book told us what this Act 
was made for, and yet it was much to his pur- 
poſe to ſay what the trus end of the Act was, 
when he 1o often declares that I had aſcrib'd a 
wrong meaning to it: inſtead of this he tells us 


4 


the 


tl 
| S (3 
3. The Excluſion of Nonconformiſts of 6 


1 


the certain intention of the Act was not what I 

ſuppoſe it ro be; but that it had any other pro- 
f | bable or even Poſſible meaning he knows not, or 
if he does, he has been very careful to keep that 
piece of uſeful knowledge to himſelf. I would 
not anger his Lordſhip, nor return him any of 
the inſult or reproach which I have received 


from him, yet I wiſh I could fay enough to pro- | 
> | voke him to open to us the rue intention of 
this Act. It will be a curious piece of Hiſtory 
to know what this Law was made for, whether | 
7 1] it had no relation to Nonconformiſts of any ſort; | 
x | orif only to /ome ſort; by what words or arti- 
„dle in the Act the diſtinction is made between 

© the ſome that were to be excluded, and the ſome 

- Arthat were not. Let his Lordſhip confider the 

t Afeveral things required by this Act, the three 

f FOaths, the Subſcription, the receiving the Sa- 

e crament according to the Rites or the Church 

s Of England; and then let him tell us wha? fort of 


- 4 Nonconformiſts they were, who neither refuſed 
receiving the Sacrament in the Church of Eug- 
e laud, nor renouncing the Covenant, nor abjuring 
„ the legality of raking Arms againſt the Ring, &c. 
bor taking the Oaths of Allegiance and Suprema- 
f Cy, or either of them: When he has found ſuch 
a4 ſet of Nonconformiſts, it will be time enough 
to doubt about the certain intention of the Act. 
As to his eight Miniſters Full of Seal for the 
t Peace of Church and State, and their particu- 
+ War Followers, he will find them at leaſt among 
r. Fhole who thought it unlawful to 7em0unce the 
s, Covenant according to the form preicribed in 
a dhe Act, and therefore they are no exception to 
8 „ the 
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Nonconformiſts of a// ſorts; and yet 'tis evident 


doubtedly the effect was foreſeen on all ſides; 


to many other Acts made profeſſealy indeed a- Y 


20 
the general intention of the Act. Mr. Baxter 
in the Hiſtory of his own Life tells us more 
than once this was the caſe of the mo/? moderate 
Nonconformiſts, the Presbyterians; and it was 
plainly his own caſe, and that of his particu- 
lar Followers, as appears in his account of the 


People of Kidderminſter. | 


As to the Teſt Act, his Lordſhip tells us it was | 


undoubtedly not the intention of it to exclude * 
this was the ect, and that it would be 2. 


how is it then that the Legiſlature had n 
doubtedly no intention to do what they u. 
doubtedly law they were a doing, and did do? 
His Lordſhip has very ſtrongly declared himſelf 
againſt all egal Suppoſitions, and I dare anſwer 
that his preſent Szppoſition will never be char⸗ 
ged with being either /zga/ or natural. The 
truth is, as I conceive, that the Te Act was 
made principally and directly againſt Papiſts, 
but the words of the Act are general, That all 
and every Perſon or Perſons, &c. and as the 


Act is po/itrue, requiring ſomething to be done 
by all who bear office; ſo the plain meaning is, 
that every Perſon who would not do what was 


required by the Act, ſhould be debarred from 


bearing office. This has ever been the caſe, 


and Diſſenters have for this reaſon been liable 


gainſt Papiſts, but being made againſt Papiſts as L 
Recuſants and Separatiſts, all other Separatiſts, 


as luch, neceſſarily came within the reach of 


thoſe Laws; and therefore it was neceſſary in 1 
the 


the Act of Toleration to exempt Proteſtant Diſ- 
ſenters, particularly from an Act made 3 74. I. 
entituled, An Af for better diſcovering and 
repreſſing Popiſh Recuſants; and from another 
of the fame Year, entituled, An Act to prevent 
and avoid Dangers which may grow by Popiſh 
1 Recnſants, and from any other Law or Sta- 
1 zZute of this Realm made againſt Papiſts or Po- 
paſh Recuſauts, except one Statute made 25 
Car. II. (which is the Teſt Act) and another of 
the zo made to diſable Papiſts from ſitting 
in either Houſe of Parliament. From this ac- 
count 1 think it muſt appear to every one to be 
very ridiculous to argue from the Title of an 
Act of Parliament only, and to infer that an 
Act made againſt Papz/?s ought not to be ex- 
tended to Diſſenters; for 'tis plain from the To- 
leration Aci it ſelf that the caſe has always 
been otherwiſe, and the intention of the Legi- 
ſlature is, that every Perlon not complying 
with the conditions enjoyncd by the Law, whe- 
ther Papiſt or not Papiſt, ſhould be under the 
diſabilities of it; to ſuppoſe any other intention, 
is to deſtroy all ſenſe in the Law. For what is 
it the Teſt requires? is it not that every Per- 
: ſon bearing office ſhould receive the Sacrament 
according to the /age of 14e Church of Eng- 
land? His Lordthip ſays this was wvdoubtedly 
not intended to exclude Nonconformiſts of 404 
a. forts; and yet what exception has it made for 
as Nonconformiſts of au ſort, who will not re- 
ts, ceive according to the ulage of the Church? and 
of it is net deny d to be cyident that the great 
in Body of Nonconformiſts of a// forts do 3 
1 a 


ſo to receive, and have done ſo ever ſince the | 
Reſtoration; tis a Complaint frequently to be 
met with in Mr. Baxter, that the Moderate 


Nonconformiſts (as he calls them) who were 
for maintaining Occaſional Communion with the 
Church, loſt ground daily with their own Peo- 
ple, who were obſtinately bent againſt ſuch pra- 
ctice, and for that/reaſon fell off to the rigider 
Sect, the Independents: which by the by may 
ſhew his Lordſhip that he builds upon a very 
ſlight foundation, when he argues from the Mo- 
deration and Peaceableneſs of the eight Mini- 
ſters who waited on the King abroad, that their 
particular Followers were of the ſame mode- 


rate peaceable diſpoſitions. But this matter of 


Occaſional Conformity and its influence in the 
preſent argument will be cleared in its proper 
lace. | 
His Lordſhip's fourth Reaſon is, 
4. © There could be no ſuch Re/0/ution in 
the Legiſlature, as the Dean mentions ; be- 


*« cauſe Receiving the Communion according 


to the Uſage of the Church of England, is 
« ſo far from implying in it, that He who fo 
«© receives it is well affected to the Eccleſiaſti- 
Cal Conſtitution of the Realm, that it is per- 
*«« featly conſiſtent with the Perſon's not ſo 
„ much as knowing one Individual Branch 
of that Conſtitution, unlels it be the Office 
„ and Manner of the Celebration of the Com- 
% nun ion. 3 

My Argument ſtands thus: The Corporation 
and Te Acts were made for the Security of the 
Church eſtabliſbd by Law: This I ground up- 


ON 


r 


FI, 
"CE 


A 


on the Declaration made in the Acts themſelves, 
one being enacted for preſervation of publick 
Peace both in Church and State, the other to 
| prevent Dangers which may happen from Po- 


piſh Recuſants, (in which Dangers furely the 


Church eſtabliſhed is not unconcerned) and up- 
on the Authority of the Legiſlature declaring in 
| the 10" of the Queen, that both theſe Acts 
were made for the ſecurity of the Church of 
England as by Law eſtabliſhed; and that with 
1a view to his Security, the Legiſlature choſe to 
1 confine all places of Truſt to ſuch only as wou'd 
communicate with the Church eſtabliſhed in 
the moſt ſolemn Act of Chriſtian Worſhip : 
from whence I infer, rhe intention was to keep 
Fall out of places who wiſhed the ruin of the 
7 eſtabliſhed Church, z. e. Nonconformiſts of all 
7 forts. | | 


In anſwer to this his Lordſhip ſays, “ That 


F< a Man may receive the Sacrament in the 
Church of Euglaud without liking, becauſe 
he may do it without knowing any thing 


more of the Church of Euglaud than the ſin- 


« ole Office in which he joins.” 
In reply, I fay, 


r. That allowing this new and ſubtle Diſtinction 


to be good, yet it is nothing to the preſent pur- 


O 


poſe; for whatever is the caſe of one who 
knows nothing of the Church, and therefore 
neither likes nor diſlikes it, yet the caſe of Pa- 
Piſis and Nonconformiſts is very different, they 
pretend to hοννα and to condemn the Church, 
and to avoid it as an aulauful Comnmnion. 
2 This reaſon therefore will not help them, an 


d yet 
| they 
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of Chriſtian Communion. 
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they are the only perſons concerned in this Dif: | 
pute. 

2. The Lawgivers and every Body elſe, con- * 
fider the People of England either as well af. 


fed, or ill affected to the Church, and theſe | | 
Laws were intended to diſcriminate them; it] 
is very abſurd therefore to introduce an unknown | | 
Set of People, who know nothing of the Church 
of England; and to conſider how they wou'd | 
be affetted by a Law which has zo relation to | 

them. 3 , 
3. The ground of his Lordſhip's Argument is : 


falſe. Ir will not follow, that a Man had 20 
intention to do this or that thing, becaule the 
means he made choice of were in fuſficient to ef. 
fect it. The very nature of things often oblige 
Men to make uſe of means which will not per- 
fectly, and in every reſpect attain the ends 
propoſed: Suppole therefore, that receiving the 
Communion in the Church of England is not a 
certain means to prove a Man's good affettion \ 
to the Church, yet it is no argument againſt } 
the Reſolution aſcribed to the Law-makers: It Þ 
will only prove that they did not perfectly at-. 
tain their end, if they had ſuch an end in view; 
that they had it not in view, it will never 
prove. | "2 
4. The Speculations and new Inventions of 
Divines are no rule to interpret Laws by: 
Law-makers conſider the Principles and Practi- 
ces of the People in general, who have not yet 
learn'd to communicate with a Church without 
liking it, or to diſtinguiſh away all the Duties 


The 


(25) 
The fifth and laſt Obfervation on this Head 


hi. | is of a piece with the former; only in this fifth 
his Lordſhip as much outdoes himſelf? as in * 
fourth he outdid every body elte. His words are 


Peace both of Church and State, in 


« A true and real Concery for the Prace 
of Church and State, does not always im- 
ply in it, ſo much as a Conformity, in 
any one Ac of Communion, with the 
Church which happens to be eſtabliſh'd in a- 
ny Country; or, in the Dean's Phraſe, to be 


the Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution of any Realm. 


The good and honeſt Reformers were, I 
reſume, as truly concern'd for the Publick 
ueen 
Mary's Days, as any of thoſe Papiſts who 
coalfencly conform'd ro Her Church. And 
a They totally and openly ſeparated from 
They were Nonconformiſts; and yet had 

a true, and fincere Concern for the Peace 
of Church and State: which I only men- 
tion to ſhew that Nonconformity to a Church 
Eſtabliſh'd by Humane Laws, cannot be, in 
it felf, a certain Sign to Chriſtians, of any 
Want of a Due Concern for the Peace of 


Church and S tate; and therefore, that the 


foremention'd // ode, relating to the Preſer- 
vation of the Public Peace, cannot prove 
this Intended Excluſion of Noncouformijt of 
ALL Sorts, and of ALL Tempers. 

The words of the Corporation Act to w hich 


this noble Oblervation relates are, —and for the 


172 ſervatiou of 
| Church and State - 


the publick Peace both in 


From whence I argued, | 


(unfortunately it ſeems) that the intention of 
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to its Articles or Canons, and preſs forward to gain 
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Church as by Law eſtabliſhed. No, ſays his 


Lordſhip, that could not be the intention, be- 
cauſe 2 rue and real concern for the Peace of 
Church and State, does not always imply in it 
ſo much as a Conformity in ANY ONE Act of 


Communion with the Church, which happens to 
ve eſtabliſhed in any Country. Strange concern 


for the Peace of a Church which is conſiſtent * 
with a total ſeparation from it, and with the 


moſt earneſt endeavours to deſtroy it! But does 


nor the Act require ſuch a concern for the Peace | 
of the Church as thould be manifeſted by com- 
miunicating with the Church in the Lords Sup- | 
per? What have we then to do with a concern 
for the Peace of the Church which is conſi- 
ſtent with a total Separation? if there be in 
nature ſuch a thing, yet the Act has exclu- 
ded it, by requiring Communion with the Church, 


5 . 2 8 © 
as an evidence of concern for the Peace of it. 


Will his Lordſhip venture to affirm, that the 


the Legiſlature in hit Act was to ſecure the 


words in the Act were meant of any Church or 


State, but thoſe eſtabliſhed at that time in Eng- 


land? or will he venture to own his poſition 


when ſtrip'd of the diſguiſe thrown over it by 
an happy variety of ſounds, and ſay plainly, 
that a yal concern for the Peace of the efta- 
bliſf?d Church, is conſiſtent with a total Separa- 
tion from the eſabliſh'd Church, and with an en- 
tire averſion to it? Were the firſt Reformers con- 
cerned for the Peace of the Popiſh Church eſta- 


liſhed in Queen Mary's days, did they receive 


the Sacrament in that Church, did they ſubſeribe 


It'S 


1 


0 3 


its preferments? No, they openly op oled it, 


openly avowed it to be corrupt and idolatrous, 


openly pleaded for its removal. By what art, 
by what Logick then does it follow from this 
Example, that an Adt profeſſedly made for the 
preſervation of the eſtabliſhed Church, and ex- 
preſſly requiring Communion with that Church 
in a very ſolemn inſtance of Chriſtian Worſhip, 
had no intention but what was conſiſtent with 
any Man's refuſing Conformity with that eſta- 
bliſhed Church ia any one act of Communion 2 
There is no Sect whatever but what pretends 
to be zealous for the Church of Chriſt, and 


thinks #hezrs to be that Church; 'tis this, and 
this only that makes it neceſſary to ſecure the {| 
eſtabliſped Church, becauſe Diſſenters pretend 


ing zeal for the Church, and holding their 
own Sect to be the Church, are Enemies to 
the ęſtabliſped Church. For this very reaſon 
Papifts and Seffaries are excluded from Of- 
fices of truſt in England; and for this ve- 
ry reaſon his Lordihip thinks they are not 
excluded, becauſe though they hate the e- 
bliſhed Church, yet they are concerned for 
the Church, according to the notions they 
have of ir. This argument would fir the 


mouth of Ludlow with reſpect to the State; 


he might ſay, that no Act made to preſerve the 
Peace of the State could in the intention of it 
reach him, for though he hated the IA 
ConFtitution of the State with a King at the 
head of it, yet he was as much for the Peace 
of the State as any man. This is fine reaſon- 
ing; and after ſuch an inſtance as this his Lord- 

| 2Þ 2 ſhip 
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ſhip had much reaſon to talk of the Sil of 
others in the Legerdemain of ſounds; I have 
perhaps leſs reaſon to complain of this than his 
Lordſhip's friends, for he betrays the utmoſt con- 

tempt of his Readers, when he thinks ſuch argu- 
ments will go down with them. 


II. TH 
The ſecond thing to be conſidered, is, whe- 
ther receiving FT. Sacrament according to 
the ſage of the Church of England, be a pro- 
per "Teſt to diſtinguiſh between thoſe who are 
and thoſe who arc not well affected to the eſta- 
bliſhed Church. A proper Teſt in this caſe is 
that, which all things conſidered yields the 
mof? probable evidence; Humane Affairs do 
not admit of a Mathematical certainty, and if 
Law makers muſt do nothing till they can find 
znfallible never failing Methods of attaining 
their ends, the World muſt be without Law 
and Government, An Oath is not an infallible 
evidence of a man's veracity, for we all know 
that it too often fails, and the fad effects of it 
are ſeen and felt every day. It is very unrea- 
ſonable therefore to argue againſt a Teſt as im- 
proper to the end propoled, becauſe in /ome in- 
ſtances it does or may fail; Chriſtians do not 
uſe to communzicate with a Church, whoſe Com- 
mumion they do not approve; to approve of the 
Churches Communion, and to be well affected 
to the Church, is one and the ſame thing, there- 
fore a man's communicating with a Church is 
the moſt probable evidence he can give of his 
being well affefted to it. In anſwer to this his 
Lordſhip lays, © 1. That 


| 929 ) 
f! r. That many Nonconformiſts do ſometimes 
receive in the Church of England, and yet are 
s | not well affected to the Church, p. 10. 
2. He repeats this again, and inſtances in 
Mr. Baxter and Dr. Bates, p. II. 
3. We have the fame argument a third time,p.12. 
4. And a fourth time, p. 13. and an inſtance 
is given in the behaviour of Papiſts at the begin- 
ning of the Reformation. | | 
The fame reaſoning occurs over and over a- 
I gain in his Lordſhip's Anſwer, which though it 
be a great eight upon the Reader, yet it adds 
none to the argument, for one multiply d by one 
to the world's end, will ſtill be e; and I hope 
1 ſhall be forgiven if J anſwer it but once. 
1. This argument is of no conſequence at all 
with reſpect to the Corporation Act, becauſe the 
Proof there does not reſt merely upon receiving 
tin the Church, but upon many other particu- 
lars, all which no Nonconformiſt (as ever I 
heard) would comply with. It-might be the 
intention therefore of that Act to exclude all 
lonconformiſts, even allowing what his Lord- 
Mip has ſaid upon this head to be true. 
2. With reſpect to the Tei Act there is a ma- 
ifeſt fallacy in this reaſoning ; for his Lordſhip's 
argument turns wholly upon /#ch a State of Dil- 
enters, as we have ſeen ſince the Toleration, 
vhich was not the Mate of Diſſenters when the 
(ef? Act paſſed. And ſurely it is reaſonable, 
n order to know the true meaning of the Sacra- 
mental Teſt, ro conſider it in conjunction with 
he Laws in being when it was made, and not 
n conjunction with the Laws as they have es 
: | _ UQCE 
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fince altered. When the Telt Act was made, 
there were very ſevere Laws in being a- 
gainſt Conventicles, and fo far were the Legi- 
ſlature from not intending to debar 2% who had 
Offices from going to Meetings (as his Lord- 
ſhbip concludes from their acquaintance with the 
Principles of Occaſional Conformiſts) that it 
was their intention declared in many Acts, and 
enforced by many penalties, to reſtrain every 
Subject from Nonconformity. 
So that to prove what his Lordſhip aims 
at, that the Legiſlature had no intention to 
exclude all Nonconformiſts from Offices by 
the Teſt Act; he muſt not only ſnew that the 
Sacramental Teft is not inconſiſtent with a 
Man's going to Meetings, but he muſt ſhew that 
it was a Licence 0 go, that it amounted to | 
repeal of the Laws againſt Conventicles, and 
gave thoſe in places ſuch a liberty of going to 
Conventicles as no other Subjects had. For 
moſt certain it is, that Occaſtonal Conformity 
was not permitted by Law when the Teſt Act 
paſſed, and therefore its Pretenſions cannot be 
brought into conſideration in determining the 
Intention of the Legiſlature in the Te/? Act: 
for certainly Occaſional Conformity conſiſts of 
tus parts, in going ſometimes to Church and 
ſometimes to Meetings; and can he be ſaid 
to approve, or to allow of Occaſional Confor. 
mity, who allows a Man to.go only to Church; 
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[ 
[ 
c 
7 
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7 


and yet thus the Law ſtood when the Teft Act 


4 

: 

8 
. 


wa ed; all Men were required to come to Church, [ 


— 
7 


. . 


ut none were allowed to go to Meetings. Since 1 


then it was the intention of the Legiſlature not to 
permiy 


permit any Subject to be a Nonconformiſt, how 


31) 


is it that his Lordſhip finds that it was agree- 
able to their Intention to permit ſuch as could get 
Places to be Nonconformiſts? How is it to beac- 
counted for, that there ſhould be any ſuch inten- 


tion in the Legiſlature, at a time when the Laws 


required all Conventicles to be ſuppreſſed; and 
was fo far from allowing, or even ſuppoſing Per- 
ſons in Places of Power to be Diſſenters, that 
ſuch Perſons themſelves are appointed to ſip- 
preſs Meetings ? Cou'd the Legiſlature think that 
Diſſenters were proper Perſons to ſuppreſs Con- 
venticles; or had there been an intention to per- 
mit Lieutenautę, Deputy Lieutenauts, Juſtices 
of the Peace, Officers of the Militia, Chief 
Magiſtrates in every Corporation, and the Al- 
dermen of London, to be and continue Diſſen- 
ters, wou'd the Law have entruſted theſe Per- 
ſons with the ſuppreſſing of Conventicles? What 
an excellent Account does ſuch a Suppoſition 
give of the Wiſdom of our Legiſlature? 

The Z 7ſt Act, in conjunction with the Laws 


2 againſt Nonconformity hen in being, was a much 


ronger Excluſion of Nonconformiſts of 4 


orte from Places of Truſt, than the Teſt Act 
and Occaſional Act were when they ſubſiſted 
together: And as the whole Spirit of the Ae 
of Toleration is to exempt Diſſenters from Pe- 
2 24/t:es, not to exalt them to Power, ſo there 
vas no deſign to make their way eaſier to 
Power in the Government; and when it ap- 
peared, that exempting Diſſenters from Penal 
Laws, gave them an advantage, which was not 
intended them, to eli 


force of the Teſt 
* | 19 0 Act, 
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Act, which the Parliament interided to continue 
them under, it was neither anßuſt nor inequi- 
table to redeem the Law from the unforeſeen 
abuſe of it, and to reduce Nonconformiſts by 
the Occaſional Bill, to the original Conditions 
of the Toleration; which meant to peſerve the 
Teſt, Act in its true Senſe. l ec 
And ſince his Lordſhip lays fo much ſtreſs up- Ex 

on the original Deſign and Intention of the Le- 
giſlature in the Teſt Act, let him conſider, that Pa- 
they had made every “] of Nonconformiry pe- fir 
al to every Subject. Not content with this only, Th 
they require actual Conformity in all who ſhou'd F' 
have Places; and as a Teſt of it, require the evi- 
dence of their receiving the Sacrament according 
to the »/age of the Church of England: let 
him conſider this, and then tell us what poſſi- 
bility there is to ſuppoſe, that they intended to 
leave room for any Nonconformiſt to enjoy FJ 
places of Truſt. And inſtead of an Hiſtory of 
the Principles of Occaſional Conformiſts, and Wt 
a Story of Mr. Baxter and Dr. Bates, whole Þ 
Opinions I dare be confident were no guide to 
the Law-makers, let his Lordſhip give us an Hi- 
ſtory of ſome Occaſional Conformiſts, who were 
permitted to hold Places, and at the ſame time to 
go to Conventicles, before the Toleration. There 
cou'd be no ſuch Practice conſiſtently either Wc 
with the Letter or the Intention of the Laws c 
before the Toleration; and therefore Occaſional $4 
Conformity for Places was never known or Ft! 
heard of till after the Revolution. Had there l 
been indeed a Toleration ſubſiſting when the 
Teſt Act paſled, . it been evidently the 4 
8 : % -- once LF 
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Practice of any conſiderable number of Men to 
rFommunicate both in the Church and in the 
eetings, there had been ſome colour for his 
ordſhip to fay, that the Legiſlature when they 
equired the Sacramental Teſt, did not mean to 
>xclude all Nonconformiſts; but ſince as the 
Law then ſtood 20 Meetings were allowed, the 
at Pacramental Teſt was plainly required as a 
e- tronger proof of affection to the Church, than 
y, the mere coming to Church to the common Ser- 


'd Fice; which the Laws before required, under 
i- Þcnalties, of a// Subjects. 

ng Let any man therefore carry himſelf fo far 
et Pack in his own thoughts, as to the time when 


he Teſt Act paſſed, and when he has viewed 
to he poſture of Affairs hen, and conſider'd the 
aws in being, he will find that the Teſt Act 
wanted not the additional ſecurity of an Occa- 


d Mona] Bill, to make it an effectual exc/uſton of 
ſe Nonconformiſts of a// forte, but that the Laws 


then in being were more than equivalent in YHi%%— 
i- geſpect to an Occaſional Bill. This will ſhew 
bim plainly what the Fu intent of the Legi- 
Fature was in the Test Act; which is to be 
Wearnt by conſidering the Test as an additional 


er Hecurity to the Laws then in being, and not by 
8 onſidering what it will do by it ſelf % and 
2 Malone, and in quite another ſtate of things than 
r that under which it paſſed, thoſe Laws being no 


longer in force. 

e # And ſince his Lordſhip is pleaſed to own that 
e a ſhort plain Law that once going to any ſe- 
e Rparate Congregation ſhould imply au Incapacity, 
p. 54. would anſwer all the intention I aſcribe 


— 


| ey 

( 34 ) | no 

to theſe Acts, let him read the irt Act among an 

thoſe taten of from Diſſenters by the Tolera- 

tion, and he'Il find that it made the going to 

Conventicles an Incapacity for more than O. 

 fices of civil Power and Tru; and though 
neither his Lordſhip nor I can approve the ſe- 

verity of that Law, yet it concerns his Lord- 

ſhip to ſhew that even during the continuauce 

of that Act, there was uo zntention to debar 

men in Offices from going to Meetings. {| 
Thus much I have ſaid to juſtify the account 

I gave of the inteution of the Legiſlature in the 

fs before us. WP | 

But to try the force of his Lordſhip's reaſo- 

ning, let us apply it to a like cafe, and ſee what 
ſervice it will do. His Lordſhip ſays, 

The Legiflature knew that many Nonconfor- 
miſts could and would communicate in the Hit 
Church, fo as to qualiſy themſelves, and there- 

fore they had no meaning to exclude 4// Non- 
conformiſts from Places by the Tefl,  *? 
His Lordſhip, I ſuppoſe, makes no doubt but 
the Legiſlature has long known, that many E- 
nemies to the preſent Government will and do 
take the Oaths of Allegiance and Abjuration-: i 
from whence by the Biſhop's Logick it is to be 
inferr'd, that they had no zutention to exclude 
the Enemies of the Government by the Oaths 
of Allegiance and Abjuration. L 
Let his Lordſhip now anſwer his own argu- 
ment thus applied, or let him own that *ris ab- 
ſurd to look for e and Mathematical Cer- 
tainty in humane Laws. a of 


2. Another Argument or Arti 


cle, or what- 


ng 
"a 


he 


—— 


ever you pleaſe to call it, for what it is I know 
not, appears four or five times in this Section, 
and then walks throughout his Lordſhip's An- 
wer, as if it had buſineſs in every page. I had 
obſerved, that receiving the Sacrament, &c. 
was enjoyned, as the most probable evidence 
of a man's being ſincerely well affetfed to the 
eftabliſhed Church : His Lordſhip anſwers, that 
receiving the Sacrament in the Church is no 
proof that a man likes every thing belonging to 
our Church Gg&vernment, or the WhoLt Ec- 


cleſiaſtical Conftitution : And his Lordſhip re- 


preſents my meaning to be, that receiving the 
Sacrament in the Church is a proof, © that a 


J man is heartily reſolved to preſerve Every 


'L) 
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« Branch of the Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution in 


its preſent condition againſt all amendments 


59 


or alterations whatſoever | 
This is no argument againſt what I have ſaid, but 


if there be any thing in it, it proves that there is 


no ſuch thing as a man's being well affected to any 


perſon or thing in the world, without being guil- 
ty of great folly; for there is not the perſon or 


ut thing in the world ſo perfect, but that in ſome 


reſpect or other it is capable of being amended, 


Jo and it ſeems there is no being well affected to 


* 


* 
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any thing, without being hearzzly reſolved to 
admit of no amenaments in it: For inſtance, 


ſhould a Father ſend for a Phyſician, and ſay 
to him, « Sir, I beg your aſſiſtance, my Son 


has a Fever, and Jam extreamly fond of him”, 


3 2 
7 
* 


the Phyſician, upon his Lordſhip's Principles 


might anſwer; Why then do you ſend to me 
il you are fond of your Son in a Fever, tis 


F 2 


« plain 


— TIS. uU— DEV 2h ret, 4a 


Or — — 
« plain you would not have his Diſtemper te- Pur 
« moved by any amendment or alteration of K n 
4 his Condition” ? So again, if a man ſhould he 
profeſs to like his old Seat in the Countrey, it ? 
would follow in the ſame method of Science 
that he is determined never to repair it, for 
that would be either to alter or to amend it: 
or apply his Lordſhip's demonſtration to the 
State, and then it follows, that no Viend of the | 9%; 
Civil Eſtabliſhment can conſiſtently with his | ch 
good affetFio8 to the State ever conſent to the CT 
repeal of any znconvenient Law or Statute what- An 
ever. In a word, we have this concluſion e 
from the poſition, that 'tis impoſſible for the th 
friends of Church or State ever to do any good ch 
to either by altering or amending what is a- © 
mils; which if his Lordſhip intended as a reaſon * 
for putting Places of Power and Truſt into the fl 
hands of luch as are Euemies to both, there t 
may perhaps be ſomething more in this reaſon- © 
ing, than I at firſt apprehended. ( 
What is meant by being well affected to the 
Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution in this debate, is ve- 
ry evident from the nature of the caſe it ſelf : | 
Here is a diviſion in the People, and ſome 
think it their duty to adhere to the effabliſhea 
Church, and to preſerve it in oppoſition to the 
Sectaries who would deſtroy it; others think 
that they ought not to adhere to the Church, 
and therefore they ſet up Conventicles in oppo- 
fition to it. The whole ule of the Sacramen-! 


{ 
* 
Ly 
» #* 
* ( 
[ 
= 
* 
£ 
* 
Y 
i 
4 
| ' 
. 
0 
" ! 
{ 
* „ 
i 7' 
0 4 
4 
\ 
—_ 
Via 
J. 
+ 
1 
* þ * 
F - 
4 
" y 
„ «> 
=_ 
oy a 4 
4 
| 
k 
Ou 
fy 
+ 4 
= 
56 
1# 
_ 
«4 
; 
* 
= 
= 4 
4 
1 
0 
ot 
1 
1 
= 
55 | 
N 
. 
$7 
Wh | 
*| 
Fa! Pi. 
„ ,,. 2p 
l f 1 
*4 
= | F 
f 
« þ 
inn 
. 1 8 
Lay 5 
2 of 3 
ies 
. 5 
N | 
* 
* 0 
K 
bs * e { 
4 . 
4000 
en 
ein 
4 wed 
e 
1 i} 
\ * 
r 
r 
n. 
1 
480 J b 7 
I 1 i 
4 
"> N 
* in 4 
1 i414 
. 
. 
10 
1 
i 
Vit 
"$144 
0 
. 
LP 
Ke 
4 
KOs | 
. 
} 
10 


1009 
N | 
4 uf 
ia 
|, 
10 


/ 


— RCIA + 


rr ws 0. — — * * pn 


— 

— bs "= 24 — — — — — — 
— — 2 — — — — 
—=x r — — — — 

— — 5 


— 
— 


ADE 
—— 
— — 

— 


tal Tei is to diſtinguiſh between theſe men; 
and therefore whoever joins himſelf to the 
Church of Euglaud as a Member of the Com- 
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re. union, is in the number of the well affected 
of P the Eccleſiaſtical Conſtirution, according to 
11g he diſcrimination intended to be made, by theſe 
it Fratutes, between the well and 1, affected: 
hether ſuch a man likes every thing in the 
onſtitution of rhe Church, can be no queſtion 
pon the foot of #he/e Laws; for they, conſider- 
ing the People only with reipect to the preſent 
ISeparation, do receive all, who renounce the Se- 
paration and live in Communion with the 
Church, as Well affected to the Eſtabliſhment : 
It. and in hie view undoubtedly he, who all things 
\n | conſidered, judges it ro be his duty to join with 
he the Church eſtabliſhed, though he may lee 
things in it which he wiſhes altered or amend- 
a. Jed, is with reſpect to the Separatist one of the 
nell affected. This is the great and true dif- 
ne | ference regarded by the Law, which meant no- 
re thing leſs than to enter into the Harticularity 
n. of each ſingle man's opinion in e points of 
Church Government. „ We: 

His Lordſhip's obſervation in this Section, 
with reſpect to the Papiſts who communicated 
with 0z7 Church in the beginning of the Refor- 
mation, beſides what it has in common with 
„the /ame obſervation with reſpect to Diſſenters, 
ei has this /ngnlay beauty, that it fr/? informs us 
that the Romiſh Church forbids its Members 
coming to our Communion, for the /ake of the 
bad conſequences to their own cauſe, the Pa- 
Fpiſts growing into a good /krng of the Church, 
wWhoſe Communion they frequented; and it 
oF ends with informing us, that this inſtance is a 
„plain proof, that communzcating as they did 
. with 


1 1 2 


with a Church, is conſiſtent with an outragions 
Zeal and Fury againſt it. His Lor̃dſhip's con- 
cern in the preſent cauſe could not but draw 
from him ſome ind expreſſions towards Occa- 
ſonal Conformity wherever he found it, and his 
Zeal againſt Papiſts made him forget himſelf! 
within ſeven or eight lines after. 
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| ITE. | 
The third Section contains nothing not yet 
conſidered, excepting that in the Title the word 
Demonſiration is to be met with in different 
Characters; a ſure ſign always that there is bur I 
very little to follow it. 
In order to this Demonſtration we are told, 
[p. 14.) there were tuo Methods of compaſſing 
the End which I aſcribe to theſe Acts; and in 
the next page we are told, that theſe *wo muſt 
be joined together to make one effectual Me- I 
thod. If it is not plain to every Reader, how J. 
#70 Methods make one, or how one Method is H.. 
C., it muſt be aſcribed to the Difficulties . 
which attend *Demonſtration. EA 
But as to the 7wo Methods which make oe; % 
the firſt of them propoſes to us in what manner 
BY the Legiſlature might effectually have made 
Wit conſtant uninterrupted Conformity, (mind the 
"y words) the condition of enjoying Places; and 
this it ſeems might have been done by a ſhort 
Law, enacting, that once going to any ſeparate 
Congregation, ſhould imply in it an N e 
or forfeiture. So that not going to a Meeting 
is the ſame thing as couſtaut uninterrupted Con- 
formity, i. e. not going to a Meeting and con- 
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AWantly going to Church are one and the fame 
hing. Bur farther, his Lordſhip tells us, that the 
his Decaſional Bill (which made once going to a 
elf eeting an Incapacity and Forfeiture) a/lowed 
ich a Behaviour as ſuppoſes the Perſon not 
Entirely ſatisfied with a total uninterrupted Con- 
Formity, p. 60.) So that his Lordſhip's de- 
et $n0n/trable Method of confirming Offices to the 
1d Condition of conſtant uninterrupted Confhr mi- 
F/, allows every Man zu office ſuch a Behaviour 
ut as ſuppoſes him not entirely ſatified with oral 
uninterrupted Conformity : and is perfectly, 


. P. 61.) conſiſtent with a Perſons not adher- 
2 ing to the Church conſtantly and affet7o- 
Fi nately. 


In ſetting forth the ſecond Method, his Lord- 
Iſhip ſays, „ Suppoling the Legiſlature ro have 
intended to have excluded from Offices all but 
S % ſuch as were WELL AFFECTED to our Ec- 
. cleſiaſtical Conſtitution, nothing cou'd have 
been more natural or more obVWious than to 
have required, Sc.“ Here then in the way 
Hof Demonſtration we have a natural and ob- 
P vious Method, of making an inward /ection 
Yor diſpoſition a Qualification for Offices; and 
yet within three or four pages the Demon ſtra- 

tion takes a new turn, and his Lordſhip pro- 
nounces it, * An undeniable Propoſition that 
the real znward D2ſpoſetion cannot poſſibly, 
by any human Law, be made a Qualification 
for any Office,” (. 19.) So again at p.29. 
I his Lordſhip is ſure that “an Act of Parliament 
cannot reach to the inward Dz/po/itzon.” What 


nov is become of the natural and odurons Me— 
thod 


EEE Pen En. Go EE: eo. Ko 


he te 
thod which the Parliament had of confining Of- 
fices to the well affected to the Church? The 
undeniable Propoſition has run away with the 
Demonſtration; but its Triumph will be but 
ſhort; for at p. 42. another Teſt of an znwars 
Diſpoſition ariſes; for an Oath we are told i, 
a Teſt of Veracity; which Veracity is an 7n- 
ward Diſpoſition; or if it be ſomething exter- 
nal, 1 with we had its Picture by a good hand] © 
that we might know it when we meet it. 4 
His Lordſhip's ſecond Method, or rather the © 
ſecond half of his Method, is inconſiſtent with 
one great End of the Teſt Act allowed on both 
ſides. His Lordſhip propoſes to change the Ca- 
cramental Teſt into an Oath, declaring the Per- 
ſon's good affet7ion to the Church, &c. Now. 
we both allow that it was the undoubted De- 
ſign of the Act to exclude Papz/ts: and his 
Lordſhip informs us, that Papiſts cannot be 
diſpenſed with to receive the Sacrament with us, 
but may be diſpenſed with to take Oaths: and 
yet, changing the Sacramental Tef? into an 
Oath, is a demonſtrable Method of anſwer. 
ing all the Ends which I aſcribe to the 7% 
Act; the principal of which is the Excluſion 
of Papiſto. f 
Surely there was ſome fate attending it, when 
of all the Sections in the Book, this only was 
introduced with the triumph of Demon ſtrati. 
04 But I have done with it, and haſten to the 
fourth Section to take care of ſome Ob ßſer va. 
tious of my own, 
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IV. fe 
hd His Lordſhip complains that L z»p#ute to him, 
hl that he ſuppoſes barely receiving the Sacra- 
ak zent to be the Teſt required by thoſe. Acts. 
„To which 1 have this to ſay, that it appeared 
to me from his language and his reaſoning in this 
„. caſe, that ſuch was his Suppoſition; nor has 
„he now produced any words of his own, not 
ndl conſiſtent with ſuch a Suppoſition: However, 
as this matter does not affect the Cauſe, but 
hel is perſonal between his Lordihip and me, tis 
th not worth proſecuting; and if I have miſta- 
Len his meaning, I beg His and the Reader's 
5 | pardon. 
er 2. J had affirmed, that the Teſt lies CurerLy 
vil On theſe words in the A, according to the U- 
5e. [age and Rites of the Church of England; his 
hid Lordſhip takes notice here, that I had a ſmall 
bell interval of good Senſe, which held long enough 
for me to utter one word which ſpoilt the whole 
2g Obſervation, The Obſervation was, that bare- 
m /y receiving the Sacrament was not the Teſt; 
Wand I muſt wait for another interval of good 
8 Sen/e, before I can apprehend how this Obſer- 
vation is ſpoilt by faying, that the Teſt lies 
Curly upon the Rites and Uſage of the 
g Church of England in receiving. | 
J add, Thar, “every Man, as a Chriſtian, is 
ſuppoſed to receive the Sacrament ſomewhere,” 
thell and infer, That, © barely receiving the Sacra- 
ment is no Teſt of any affection to the Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Conſtitution of this Kingdom.” His 
$ Lordſhip ſays, © This is making the Legiſlature 
1 G « ſuppoſe 


* (42) 
*« ſuppoſe what is abſolutely and notoriouſly | x 
e falſe; for 'tis manifeſt that there are many || «. 
_*« profeſſed Chriſtians who receive not at all. 
I anſwer, 2 F 
1. Tis a known Maxim in Law, that every || q 
Man is ſuppoſed to do his Duty till the contra- 9 
ry appears. 1 © ok 
2. I fay that every Man, as a Chriſtian, is | , 
ſuppoſed, Sc. And I ſtill think, that a Man | 
cannot be conſidered as a Chriſtian without 
ſuppoſing him to receive ſomewhere. And this || x1 
his Lordihip /aw, when inſtead of my words, e 
he choſe others, and replied, that many profe/- || o 
ſed Chriſtians do never receive. I 
3. His Lordſhip's Reaſoning here is founded 11 
upon the common Miſtake that runs thro' his | 
Anſwer, That the Legiſlature were to conſi- I ,, 
der the Principles and Practices of every in. ||| q 
ge Man;” whereas their view neceſſarily led . 
them to confider only the Principles and Practi- . 
ces of the ſeveral Diviſions of Chriſtians among Ih 
us, and from thence to infer what wou'd be the H 
moſt probable Telt to diſtinguiſh a Churehman e 
from Diſſenters of all ſorts. In this view the MW: 
Teſt is proper; for tis the Principle of all Sets Ho 
that their way of adminiſtring the Sacrament is 
the true way; and if there be a Sect who are in | 
principle againſt receiving at all, they can no Ha 
more receive according to the Rites of our . 
Church, than 2 to any other Riteg. 00 
4. This juſtifies the ſecond Suppoſition found . 
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fault with by the Biſhop, viz. That no Man 
Lou d receive in ſuch a manner but a Member 4. 
of the Church of England. The ground of this 
| | 5 . Suppo- 


Y 4 0” 
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Suppoſition, VIS. © That a Man ought not to 


| © ſeparate from a true Church of Chriſt ſettled 


in the Countrey he belongs to; or join in Com- 
* munion with thoſe who do; “ is as old as Chri- 
ſtianity; and Tam willing to allow, that our Le- 
giſlature were entirely unacquainted with his 
Lordſhip's new Principles of Church Communi- 
on with oppoſite Churches; and conſequently, 
that they had it not before them to provide a- 
gainſt them: But I muſt remind him too, that 
there was 220 ect then, nor is there now, { what- 
ever may be the caſe of ſome particular Men 
of all forts) who owned /#ch Principles: And 
1 have already told his Lordſhip, that general 
Laws reſpect general Circumſtances, and are not 
founded upon the Particularities of Individu- 
als: And if it be juſt Reaſoning in his Lord- 
ſhip to ſay, „That theſe Laus were not in- 
e tended to exclude Sectaries, becauſe ſome Se- 
*« taries will comply with the Laws ;” it will 


be juſt as ſtrong with reſpect to the Abzuration 


Oath; and it muſt be allowed, that the Law 
enjoining the Oath was not intended to exclude 


the Pretender, becauſe ſome Men, (as we are 


often told) have found ways of reconri/ing the 


J 04th with ſtrong Inclinations to bring him in. 


2. Another Oh ſer vation which I made, and 
am now to anſwer for, is, „That receiving 
the Sacrament is not the Qualification for an 
Office within the intent of the Act, but only 


the Proof of it. That the Qualification to 
be proved is good Affection to the Eccleſiaſti- 


s F< cal Eſtabliſhment.” 
is | . 


2 1. His 


„„ 
1. His Lordſhip's firſt Remark here is, that 


receiving, &c. has no relation to an eſteem of 


the WHolE Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution: This has 
been already conſidere. | 

2. In his ſecond he tells us, „That it may, 
% he thinks, be called an undeniable Propoſiti- 
** on, that the Real Inward Diſpoſitign cannot 

ification for any Office,” 
The reaſon given for this is, that 27 is not 
poſſible to pa F real inward affection; 
which I cannot allow to be true; there are ma- 
ny ways to judge of it: all that is true, is only 
this, that we cannot udge of it infallibly: and 
true it is allo, that humane Laws do not reach 
to Infallibility either in this or any other caſe; 
moral Probability and Aſſurance is all they pre- 
tend to; and as Ariſtorle obſerves in Ethicłs, 
ſo is it in Government, that is true, which is ſo 
JJ m ay. 3 Dn 

3. His Lordſhip's next Argument is, that af- 
fection to the eſtabliſped Church is not the qua- 
liſication required in theſe As; becauſe he 


gh Fenz, by any human Law, be made a Qua- 
66 1 | 


who performs only the outward act of receiv | 
ing, Sc. is duly qualified according to the Acts, 
whether he be Friend, or a profeſſed Enemy | 
to the Church eſtabliſhed. 1 beg leave to re- 
peat what his Lordſhip ought to have taken no- 


rice of, That the word Te is a relative term, 
ce and always reſpects ſomething that is to be 


« teſtifiedꝰ. The outward Act of receiving re- 
quired by theſe Laws, is required as a Teſt; 
the queſtion then is, what is the thing to be re- 
 ſtified? His Lordſhip muſt either affirm hat | 
theſe 
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theſe Laws require no Teſt, and that all the 
World has been under a miſtake from the ma- 
king of the Acts to this time; or he muſt ſay 
that they require a Tef?, but without intending 
that any thing ſhould be Ze/fzfed by it. His 
Lordſhip's preſent Argument only ſhews that 
humane Laws may be eaſily evaded, which will 
never amount to a proof that they haye no 


meaning. Try the Argument in other caſes, 


and fee how it will do. Whoever, be he Friend 
or -E'nemy to the Church, performs the out- 
ward act of ſubſtribing the Articles, of de- 
claring his aſſent or conſent, &c. is qualified 
by Law for a Living; the Laws therefore re- 
quiring ſuch Subſcriptions and Declarations, 
have no intention to keep ſuch as dz/{zke our 
Articles or Service, and are Enemies to the 
Church, out of Livings ; but their on true in- 
tent is, that men ſhould perform theſe ourward 
actions, merely as outward actions, and by fo 
doing be fully qualified for Offices in the Church, 
and this equally whether they be Friends or E- 
1emzies to the Church. - 
But is it not, you'll ſay, ue in fact, that 
they who perform the ouzward Acts required 
by the Laws, are in the eye of the Law quali- 
fied for an Office? 1 anſwer, it is true. 

Was it not likewiſe the intention of the Le- 
giſlature that ſuch ſhould be reckoned dnly gua- 
lified? JI anſwer, It was their intention. But 
ſtill this will not do his Lordſhip's buſinels; for 
it remains to be anſwered as laiunly on his ſide: 
for what reaſon did the Legiſlature make choice 
of theſe outward acts, rather than azy other, 

: - and 
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and lay all who were to be in Offices under an 
obligation of performing them? Was it mere 
humour that led the Parliament to this choice, 
without reſpect to any purpoſe that was or 
could be ſerved by it? Whenever his Lordſhip 
thinks fit to anſwer theſe Queſtions, he'll an- 
{wer his own Book; in the mean while I de- 
fire it only of the Reader to try if he can an- 
ſwer them conſiſtently with his Lordſhip's Prin- 


ciples, and the Arguments made uſe of by hin 


in this caſe. | 8 5 
4. His Lordſhip's next Argument is the ſame 


with that which went before, excepting only 


that he is ſo bountiful as to argue with me up- 
on the ſuippoſition of the truth of what I aſſert, 
v. That receiving in the Church is requi- 
« yed by the Legiſlature as a probable mark 
of affection to the Church”, And yet this be- 
ing allowed, we are ſtill told that the Material 
outward action is the qualification in the iuten- 
tion of the Law- makers: That is, allowing the 
Sacramental Teſt to be required only as a ſigu 


by the Legiſlature, yet it is the qualification for 
an Office, not as a /ign, but merely as an out- 


ward material action: Or in plainer words; it 
was the intention to require it as & ſigu, yet it was 
not the intention to require it as a /gz, but as 


an external act, without regard to its gui f- 


cancy. Tam very ſorry this Argument did not 

ſtand with its fe//ows, under the title of De- 

eee, ---* e 
But to ſhew the Sophiſtry of this reaſoning, 


we need only conſider the difference between 


che primary intention of a Law, and thoſe inten- 
En tions 


(49) 

tions which attend it merely in order to attain 
the main end. In the preſent caſe it is the 
primary intention of the Law, that only ſuch 
ſhould have Offices as are well affected to the 
Church. To compals this intention, it is ne- 
ceſſary ro ſettle what ſhall be taken as a proof 
of ſuch affection, and to limit p/aces to ſuch 
only as give /uch proof: This being ſettled, it 
may be ſaid (which is what his Lordſhip ſays) 
that it is the atenution of the Law, that all who 
give the proof required ſhould be capable; but 
then this intention is evidently ſubſervient to 
the main intention, that only the well af- 
feed to the Church ſhould be capable: and 
tis very abſurd to ſuppoſe any inconſiſtency be- 
tween this intention of the Law, and that 
which is the main and primary intention, 
or Altimatè end of it. What his Lordſhip far- 
ther adds under this head, that an Euemy 
to the Church is qualified by Law when he 
has done what the Law requires, amounts 
only to this, that men may defeat the end of 
a Law, even whilſt they comply with the Let- 
ter of it: His Lordſhip declares, I know, that 
the Letter of the Law ig the Law, and they 
who perform all that the (Letter of the) Law 
of Men requires, obey the Law of Men, p. 38. 
The contrary has always been held as an un- 
doubted Maxim, with reſpect to all Laws . 
man and divine ; and it has been the agreed 


| Scnſe of Divines, and Lawyers, and of all 


men of underſtanding, that the rue ſenſe and 
meaning of the Law, is the Law, even in op- 
poſition 
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is Lordſhip ſay to hundreds of Texts even in 
cripture? Muſt we according to the Letter, 
rejoice evermore, and pray without ceaſing, and 
yet. mourn with thoſe who mourn, and every 


man do his own buſmeſs, working with his 


Hands? So in human Laws; does he who ſub- 
ſcribes the Declaration againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 
according to the Lełter of the Law, and yer 
beligues it; or he who renounces the Pope in 
the Words of the Law, and yet firmly adberes 


to Him and his Claims; do theſe men obey the 


Law, whilſt they defeat the intent ion of it? Let 
the World be told this plainly, and we ſhall ſoon 
have an end of this Controverſy ; a Controver- 
ſy that cannot ſubſiſt without the ſupport of 
ſuch Principles as confound and deſtroy all the 
Laws of God and Man. 5 ps 
To proceed, 5 

His Lordſhip's original charge againſt theſe 


Laws, was, that they were an abuſe of the Sacra- 


ment, that they turned it ASIDE FROM its origi- 
nal and natural deſign, to a purpoſe AGAINST 176 
own Nature, &c. Having ſhewn from à true 
ſtate of the Cafe, that the Laws were not char- 
geable with ſo much Impiety; I added an obſer- 
vation from the Corporation Act, which was, 
that a man might give the evidence required by 
that Law; without knowing that his receiving 
would ever be ſuch an evidence; and conſe- 
quently without receiving in any other manner, 


with any other view, intention, or thought, 
than what devout Chriſtians have at all times; 
which ſhews that the uſe made of the Sacra- 


ment 


n 


| bete. to the Letter of the Law. What will 
1 


e 
ii ment by 2% Law, does not TuRN ASIDE the 
Sacrament FROM its original uſe, or introduce 


. any uſe CONTRARY to its nature. His Lordſhip 
ad has miſtaken this argument, and reaſoned againſt 
2 ſomething elſe, for about two pages (21, 22.) 


which as they concern not me, ſo neither will 
b I be concerned with them. 


His Lordſhip's next attack is upon the uſe I 


make of two Statutes of James I. The firſt of 
8 them (3 Jac. I. cap. 4.) expreſſly charges the Pa- 
1 piſts with complying with the Letter of the Laws 
I before in being, to Hide their falſe Hearts; which 
4 his Lordſhip, who thinks the Letter of the 
5 Law the Law, ſhould have obſerved; and for 


the better diſcovery of ſuch Perſons, a Sacra- 
E mental Teſt is provided: And yet in oppoſition 
to the declared ſenſe of the Act, his Lordſhip 
goes on With the o Story, of ourward Acts, 
of To TAL Conformity; and then to ſhew 
that zuward Affection had nothing to do in 
the caſe, he adds a Proof, which I wonder 
he did not call a Demonſtration; his Lord- 
ſhip tells us, that the Legiſlature required 
the receiving the Sacrament as an outward 
at only, which Poprſh Recuſants did not, 
and were not allowed to perform, &c. I de- 
fire to know whether Papiſts are under a- 
ny natural Impoſſibility of receiving the Sa- 
crament in the Church; for if they have a 
natural Power to do it, ſuppoſing they had 
the Will, tis plain their not doing it can only 
diſcover their i or inward Affection. And 
pet this 7%, which is a Teſt ſolely upon the 
' | ws and affections of Papiſts, we are told is 
_ H "a pro: 
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a proper Teft; which is a very proper conclu- 
ſion of a long Diſcourſe againſt the Poſſibility 
of having a Teſt upon zzward Affections. 
As to the ſecond of the two Acts (7 Fac. I. 
cap. 2.) his Lordihip will allow all I contend 
for, that the Sacramental Teſt was proper to 
ſhew who were Proteſtants (though I truſt to 
be a Proteſtant conſiſts in more than Externals 
only) provided we will be content that, by the 
the Religion eſtabliſhed in England in James I's 
time, he may underſtand not the Religion of 
the Church eſtabliſhed, but the Proteſtant Re- 
ligion in general, whether according to the 
Conventicle or the Church : Iam not diſpoſed to 
allow him this, and ſo we muſt not agree; and 
I muſt be content that his Lordſhip ſhould ring 
over his changes again, upon Occaſional Con- 
formity, outward Acts, legal Intent of the 
Letter of the Law, Sc. 

Bur for a finiſhing ſtroke, we are told that 
there is no arguing from one Law to another, 
from the known ſenſe of the expreſſions or pro- 
viſions of one, to the probable /en/e of the 
ſame expreſſions and proviſions in another; 
that the true and undoubted meaning of the Sa- 
cramental Teſt in two Acts of James I, is no 
ground for fixing the meaning of the /ame | 
Teſt, uſed for the ſame Purpoſe, and expreſily 
applied to the ſame ſort of Perſons by an Act 
of Charles II. = e 
His Lordſhip here ſnould have conſidered what 
I had obſerved to him, that a Teſt is uſed becauſe 
of its natural ſignification; the Law cannot im- 
pole a ſiguification upon, or make it denote oy 

| thin 


r ce Tr cc. oo _ 5 


WP 


JJ Mo 1... ARA. 


, ER. AE... 


N 
& 
. 
r | 
; 


( JT ) 
thing but what it naturally denotes; and there- 
fore the proper and natural ſignification of a 
Teſt is always the ſame, though uſed in twenty 
Acts; and the certain meaning of it in any one, 
muſt be the meaning of it in all the reſt: But I 
will not argue this point. If his Lordſhip can 
make this Rule prevail againſt interpreting one 
Statute by another, much may be done towards 


| urs ang, x 1 Pleadings and Arguings in /e/t- 


minſter-Hall; and I willingly refign all my In- 
tereſt in this ſolid Obſervation, to the Gentle- 
men who are likely to have more ule for it than 
ever I ſhall. 

| I. have now gone through the ſeveral Argu- 
ments which his Lordſhip thought fit to make 
uſe of, with reſpect to the meaning and intention 
of the Laws before us: From which I hope 
ir will appear to every Reader, how little 
reaſon there was for his Lordſhip's repeat- 
ed Inſinuation, that the zutention aſcribed to 
theſe Laws is owing to n invention, that tis 
my ſuppoſition, contrived to anſwer my own 
wiſhes and deſign : For my own part, I think 
it a greater Crime to counterfeit the Law of 
the Land than the Coin of it. I cannot but 
think it very injurious to charge me with /#c/ 
a deſign, but I have learn'd aot to be ſurpri- 
Sed at any thing of this fort that comes from 
his Lordſhip's hand. What ground he had 
2 fuch a charge will farther appear from 
ICnce. 


In the firſt Year of the Queen, Anno 1702. 


a Bill for preventing Occaſional Conformity 
he as, H 2 paſſed 


— 
k 
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paſſed the Houſe of Commons ö when it came to 
the Lords it underwent many alterations and 


amendments, which were the ſubject of ſeveral 
Conferences between the two Houſes. Ir will 


not be ſuppoſed that the Lords and the Com- 
mons agreed to put a new ſenſe upon the Cor- 
poration and Tef? Acts manifeſtly injurious to 
the Diſſenters, who wanted not at that time 
very diſcerning Advocates to ſecure them from 
all Oppreſſions : but yer this very meaning of 
the zwo Act, which his Lordſhip is pleaſed to 
aſcribe to my invention and deſign, was admit- 
red on both ſides as the Foundation of the new 


Law then under conſideration. The Preamble 


of the Bill as ſent up from by the Commons, 


had this Clauſe. - 
« Nevertheleſs whereas the Laws do provide 


4 


cc 


Office or Employment, ſhould be conforma- 


ble to the Church as it is by Law eſtabliſhed, 


by enacting, that every ſuch Perſon ſo to be 


CL 


40 


the Lord's Supper, according to the Rites 
and Uſage of the Church of England. Vet 
ſeveral Perſons diſſenting from the Church, 
* as it is by Law eſtabliſhed, do join with the 
Members thereof in receiving the Sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper, to qualify themſelves 


cc 


cc 


e ticles or Meetings, for the exerciſe of Reli- 


cc 


Liturgy and Practice of the Church of Eng- 


land, which is contrary to the intent and 
meaning 


that every Perſon to be admitted into any |} 


employed, ſhould receive the Sacrament of 


gion in other manner than according to the 


*© to have and enjoy ſuch Offices and Employ- th 
ments, and do afterwards reſort to Conven- | 


44 | 
: meaning of the Laws already made: Be it 
r cnneted; Ge. lt PE en nnn N01 
As the Bill was amended by the Lords the 
lauſe ſtood thus. Es Sa Oo 
* But nevertheleſs whereas feveral Perſons 
* diſſenting from the Church, as it is by Law 
© eſtabliſhed, do join with the Members there- 
* of, in receiving the Sacrament of the Lord's 
supper to qualify themſelves to have and en- 
joy Offices and Employments, and do after- 
«« wards reſort to Conventicles and Meetings, 
for the exerciſe of Religion in other manner 
than according to the Liturgy and Practice 
« of the Church of England, which is contra- 
* ry to the intent and meaning of the Laws 
already made: Be it therefore enacted, c. 
'Tis evident that both Lords and Commons 
do agree, that for any Perſon to receive the Sa- 
rament for an Office, and afterwards to reſort 
o Conventicles, was contrary to the intent 
and meaning of the Laws requiring the SJacra- 
mental Teſt. This is ſo plain, that I wonder 
by what light Dr. Calamy * diſcovered that the 
Lords dz/owned that it was the intention of 
the Law, that all Perſons ſhould be conforma- 
hle to the Church, who were obliged to receive 
the Sacrament, &c. The Lords ſay in their 
own Bill, that it was contrary to the intent of 
the Laws, for ſuch Perſons to go to Meetings: 
And, I ſuppoſe, the Dr. will not impute it to 
the Lords, that it was their Opinion that the 
Law intended to diſpenſe with all publicꝶ wor- 
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Abridgment of Mr. Baxter, Sc. p. 626. 


ſhip. 


(54) 
ſhip. The Lords knew beſt their own reaſon 
for altering the Commons Preamble, and they 
tell us it was, becauſe the part leſt out by them, 
aſſerted a fact which they apprehended to beſt: 
otherwiſe: vig. That every Perſon to be ad- n 

mitted into ay Office, was bound to take theſthi 
Sacrament, whereas the Lords apprehendedſon 
that there were ſome Offices which might beſo 
had and enjoyed, without receiving the Sacra- for 
ment; but that the Laws which require the Sa- Co 
cramental Teſt, did not intend thereby a Con- Fun 
formity to the Church eſtabliſhed, they neverſto 
ſay; nor could they ſay it conſiſtently with the 
Preamble of their own Bill. The then Biſhop off 
Salisbury did indeed at the free Conference, in 
anſwer to a charge of Hypocriſ brought again 
Occaſional Conformity, obſerve that It is not 
«« a certain Inference, that becauſe a Man re- 
*«« ceives the Sacrament in the Church, he can 
therefore conform in every other particular“; 
ö but he does not pretend to ſay, in oppoſition 
to the Bill he was to maintain, that the Law 
| had no intention to ſecure a Conformity to the 
f Church, by the Sacramental Teſt. The Con. 
Ferences between the tuo Houles upon the Oc 
caſional Bill, were publiſhed by each Houle fc 
parately; and every one may fatisfie himſelf 
from them, whether I am truly chargeable with 
inventing a new intention for the Corporation 
and Teil Acts, agreeably to my own wiſhes ani 
deſign ; a charge, which, perhaps it may be 
expected I ſhould /abmzz to with {lence | 
but which, had it come from me to his 
Lordſhip, 


ToFY 

Dn ordſhip, would, I doubt nor, have been adver- 
yd as a Calumny long before this time. 

, Upon the whole; Let any one conſider the 
be Ptate of Diſſenters before the Toleration, and 
d-I/zce; and that alone will enable him to determine 
he ſthis part of the Controverſy. Before the Revoluti- 
edſon Nonconformiſts of all ſorts were ſubject both 
o penal Laws and dz/qualifymg Laws. The 


a- former Laws extended to the Spores F all 
2a-|[Conventicles, and to the puniſpment of every 


u. Fubject who ſhou'd be found to have reſorted 
erſto a Conventicle for the Exerciſe of Religion: 
The latter were made to exclude all but Mem- 
bers of the Church eſtabliſh'd from Places, 
and for that reaſon requir'd of every Man in 
order to his having and enjoying a Place, &c. 
that he ſhou'd receive the Sacrament accord- 
re · ing to the Rzres of the Church of England: 
dan This Teſt was enacted whilſt the penal Laws 
Jubſiſted, and was effectual to that purpoſe in 
onjunction with them; there was no rea- 
on to add a particular proviſion to the 
Law, that ſuch as qualify'd for Places ſhou'd 


on. ot afterwards reſort to Conventicles, at a time 
OcFvhen there were very ſevere Laws reſtrainin 
feÞvery Subjet# from that practice. 5 
(eli 


At the Revolution a Toleration was grant- 

ed to Diſſenters, which was intended to eaſe 

hem from the penal Laws, but not from the 

n1ſqualifying Laws; for the AF of Tolera- 

ion expreſſly excepts the diſqualiſying Laws, 

and declares and continues all Diſſenters under 
em. | 
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hip, 


But 


But the removal of a par Laws did in the 
ym e eneryate and weaken the d;/qual:-|| ff 
Hing Laws; and opened the way for ſuch Diſ- p 
enters as wou'd come once to Church to quali- 
fy themſelves, to go to Conventicles for ever n 
after; for which Evaſion of the Law there cou'd || « 
be no room as long as it was penal to every} © 
Man to reſort ro Conventicles. YT 6 

From the caſe as it ao ſtands ſince the To- - 
leration, the Biſhop argues, that it never was, 
the intention of the Corporation and Teſt Acts, 
to exclude Diſſenters from Offices of Truſt; * 
and his main Argument is, That by the Princi-f| « 
ples of Occaſional Conformity, a Man may give] 
the Teſt required, and yet continue a Diſſen- 
ter; and therefore the Law which provided this 
Teſt only, cou'd not intend to exclude Diſſen- 
ters. In anſwer to which I ſay, That from the 
beginning it was not ſo; and ] have ſhewn from. 
the Laws in being when the Tef7 Act was made, 
that it cou'd not be ſo: I fay farther, That + 
the Toleration was intended, only to exempt 
Diſſenters from Penalties, and not to make 
their way eaſy to Power ; and that the adyan- 
tage which they have made in his reſpect upon 
the removal of the penal Laws, is contrary to 
the intent of the Laws ſtill in being, and to 
the very Conditions of the Toleration; and 
that the Occaſional Bill was not an Encroach: 
ment upon any Right given or intended to be 
given to Diſſenters, but a Means only to pre- 
vent their Encroachment upon the true in- 
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tent and meaning of the Laws ſtill remaining in 


That 


force. 


(97) 
That this was the caſe, appears ſufficiently 
from the Act of Toleration it ſelf; but the Steps 
previous to this Act make it ſtill plainer. 
Upon the 16 of March 1688, King William 
made a Speech to both Houſes; in which he ſays; 
*« I am with all expedition I can, filling up the 
Vacancies that are in Offices and Places of 
** truſt by this late Revolution; I know you 
are ſenſible there is a neceſſity of ſome Law 
to ſettle the Oaths to be taken by all Per- 
++ ſons ro be admitted to ſuch Places: I recom- 
mend it to your care to make a ſpeedy pro- 
*© viſion for it, and as I doubt not but you will 
ſufficiently provide againſt Papiſts; ſo I hope 
„you will leave room for the admiſſion of 
all Proteſtants, that are willing and able to 
323 Ter 3 
4 This conjunction in my ſervice; will tend 
to the better uniting you among your ſelves, 


and the ſtrengthening you againſt your com- 


*« mon Adverſaries. . 

How this Propoſal from the Throne to 
make room for the admiſſion of 4d Proteſtants, 
without diſtinction; into Offices and Places of 
Truft, was taken by the two Houſes, may be 
ſeen by their joint Addreſs preſented the 19® 
of April 1689. In which; after their moſt 
humble Thanks rendered to his Majeſty for his 


Declaration, and repeated aſſurances that he 


would maintain the Church of England eſtabli- 
Joes i Low; Fhey add;  -  ___—_- 

« We humbly pray your Majeſty will be 
*« graciouſly pleaſed to continue your care for 
the preferyation of the fame, whereby you 
i I © Wi 
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eſtabliſh your Throne, 
curing the Hearts of your Majeſty's Subjects 
within theſe your Realms, who can no bet- 
ter way ſhew their Zeal for your Service, 
than by a firm adherence to that Church, 


whoſe Conſtitution is beſt ſuited to the ſup- 
port of this Monarchy. 


« We likewiſe humbly pray, 
to the ancient practice and uſage of this King- 
dom in time of Parliament, your Majeſty 
will be graciouſly pleaſed to iſſue forth your 
Writs as ſoon as conveniently may be for 
calling a Convocation of the Clergy of this 
Kingdom to be adviſed with in Eccleſiaſtical 
matters, aſſuring your Majeſty that it is our In- 
tention forthwith to proceed to the Conſide- 
ration of giving eaſe to Proteſtant Diſſenters. 
The King had deſired room for the admiſſion 


will effectually 


that according 


of all Proteſtants into Offices of truſt; his two 
Houſes humbly pray him to continue his care 
for the preſervation of the Church of England, 
which would effectually e/fablih his Throne; 
and with reſpect to Diſſeuters, they promile 


to proceed to the conſideration of giving them iſ 


_ eaſe. 
The King's Anſwer, ſigned by himſelf, and 


delivered to the Houle of 


Lords, April 20, 


1689, Was 


ſuring you that I will maintain the Church of 


«cc 
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England as by Law eſtabliſhed, yet I am 
well pleaſed with every opportunity of re- 

peating thoſe Promiſes, which I am reſolved 
to perform by ſuppor 


BY * aa Ad .to on 


urch, whoſe 


ting this Ch 
| | cc Loyalty, 


Diſſenters. 
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(59) 
„Loyalty, I doubt not, will enable me to au- 
fer your juſt expectations: And as my de- 
++ fign in coming hither was to reſcue you from 
the Miſeries your laboured under, ſo it is a 
great ſatisfaction to me, that by the ſucceſs 
* God has given me, I am in a ſtation of de- 
fending this Church, which has effectually- 
„ ſhewn a zeal againſt Popery, and ſhall al- 
*« ways be my peculiar care: And I do hope 
the caſe you deſign to Diſſenters, will con- 
tribute very much to the eſtabliſhment of 
** this Church, which therefore I do earneſtly 
recommend to you, that the occaſions of 
Differences and mutual Animoſities may be 
removed, and as ſoon as conveniently may 
be I will ſummon a Convocation”. | 
In conſequence of this, the Act of Indulgence, 
which gaye ea/e to Diſſenters, but left no 700m 
for their admiſſion into Offices of truſt, was 
prepared, and paſſed the Royal Aſſent, May 
24, I669. And the King, as far as I can recol- 
lect, never made any other attempt in favour of 
| To 
The Intention of the Occaſional Act 
briefly conſidered. 


That nothing might paſs anan ſivered that fell 
from my Pen, his Lordſhip has taken pains to 


cc 


0 


give a new meaning even to the Occaſional Act, 


as it is commonly called. I had obſerved, that 
** When the Doctrine of Occaſional Conformity 
for places prevailed, it broke in upon the ev 
** dence (required by the Corporation and Teſt 
4% « Acts) 


( 60) 


« Ads) juſt as the Doctrine of Equivocation 


* and Mental Reſervation broke in upon the 
% evidence of an Oath”. In anſwer to this 
his Lordſhip ſays, p. 55, H. 9. 


= 


' © That receiving in the Church is no evidence 


«« of conſtant Communion with it”, which has 
been already conſidered : And he concludes, 


that the © Act of occaſionally receiving, gave 
the evidence required by the Teſt Act“; 


the contrary to which the Reader has ſeen aſ- 


ſerted both by Lords and Commons, in their 
Preambles to an Occaſional Bill, Anno T1702. 
And his Lordſhip himſelf tells us, that ſhould 


Papiſts once come to receive occaſionally, the 
evidence would then be broken through, and 
new methods of Excluſiun muſt be found out; 


which difference between the Occaſional Con- 


formity of Papiſts and Diſſenters he grounds up- 


on this, that the Teff Act did intend to exclude 
Papiſts, and not Diſſenters: His Lordſhip was 
conſcious this reaſon would not bear being ap- 
plied to the Corporation Act, which was made 
E to exclude Diſſenters, and therefore 

e very wiſely confines his obſervation to the 
Teſt Af only. And if what I have ſaid of the 


intention of the Teſt Act be true, his Lordſhip | 
muſt own the Occaſional Conformity of Diſſen- 


ters did break in upon the evidence of that alſo ; 

ſo that this argument is only the old account 
 oyer again, that the Te Act had no relation 
to Diſenters. V 
His Lordſhip asks me, with what juſtice the 
doing a thing accounted lawful by my felf, can 


he ſaid to be criminal. In anſwer to which I 


lay, 


| | ( 61 ) 
ſay, that whether Occafional Conformity be 
criminal or not criminal, is not my preſent buſi- 
neſs to enquire; be it neyer ſo innocent a pra- 
ice, nay, be it highly commendable, yer ſtill 
it broke in upon the evidence required by the 
Law; and in this reſpect only I compared it to 
Mental Reſervation. And if nothing is crimi- 
nal which a man accounts to be lawful, his 
Lordſhip will find it hard to prove eyen Men- 
ral Reſervation to be criminal in any particular 
caſe ; but will he for that reaſon ſay, that'tis no 
evaſion of the evidence of an Oath required by. 
Law? hecauſe he who ſwears with Mental Re- 
ſervation, does every thing required by Law, 
i. e. repeats the words of the Oath, kiſſes the 
Book, &c. 3 „ 1 
But to proceed: 4 
Either his Lordſhip, or the Occaſional Act is 
chargeable with great Inconſiſtency; for at p. 55 
we are told, that it was reſolved (as the ground 
of the Occaſional Act to confine all Offices 
to conſtant Conformiſts ; at p. 60. we are aſ⸗ 
ſured, that the Act allowed ſuch a behaviour 
in private, as ſuppoſes the man in Office not 
entirely ſatisfied with a total, uninterrupted 
Conformity. What this private behaviour is, 
which is inconſiſtent with conffant Conformity, 
and allowed by the Act, I know not; Con- 
formity is in its nature a publicł thing, it relates 
to publick Aſſemblies and Worſhip, and med- 
dles not with men's private behaviour in their 
cloſets, or in their families: How then ſhould 
a man's private behaviour ſhew him to be dif- 
ſatisfied with conſlant Conformity, in which his 
e Private 


| 6629) 
private behaviour has no concern. It may juſt 
as well be proved from a Clergyman's wearing 


a morning gown in his ſtudy, that he is no ap- 


rover of the Canonical apparel; eſpecially, 
ould he pray with his family in that dreſs, it 
would follow, in his Lordſhip's method, that 


he was an Enemy to the Surplice. His Lord- 


ſnip knows that the Church does not reſtrain 
her Members from ufing other Prayers than 
the Liturgy in private; he knows that many 


of the beſt Conformiſts do uſe other Devotions 
in their Families; how then can any thing of 


this fort ſhew a man not to be ſatisfied with a 
conſtant Conformity; when the moſt conſtant 
Conformiſts are known to approve in themſelyes 
and others ſuch practices. k 

The ground of all this is, as his Lordſhip in- 
forms us, That the Act leaves Perſons in Office 
*« the liberty of having ſuch worſhip, as them- 
« ſelyeslike, in private, and allowing a Congre- 
«« oation of Nine above their own family ”. But 
does this ſuppoſe perſons in office to be diſfatisfied 
with conſtant conforming ? His Lordſhip might 
as well ſay that all our Acts of Uniformity, 
and all other Laws and Canons relating to the 


Church, are built upon a ſuppoſitian that the 


People are diſſatisfied with conſtant Conformity, 
fince the Members of the Church are not re- 
ſtrained by any of theſe Laws from the like li- 
berty ; and much more ſtrongly might he prove 
that all the Church of England Divines, who 
have compoſed, or recommended forms of Family 
Prayer, different from thoſe of the Liturgy, were 
Siffarisfy'd with conſtant Conformity. 5 
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„ many perſons to be well qualified for O 


(63) 
The Clauſe in the Occaſional Act upon which 
his Lordſhip founds this objection, was inſerted 
to prevent the Laws being abuſed by Men in 
Office on one hand, and by malicious Informers 


on the other; and therefore it fixes what ſhall 


be adjudged in law a Conventicle; and it has 
made every Meeting, for the exerciſe of Religi- 

on, where the Liturgy is not uſed, to be a Con- 
venticle, if ten or more beſides the Family are 


preſent at it: Which is a proper proviſion ; 


I. That Men in Office may not, under the 
pretence of family Devotion, keep Conventi- 
cles in their Houſes; an. TT 

2. That they may not be liable to Proſecu- 
tions or Forfeitures, for not confining them- 
{ves to the Liturgy in their Family Prayers; 
which no Law whatever requires they ſhould do. 

But this Clauſe appears to his Lordſhip in a- 
nother light, and he thinks, that it _—_— 


ces, 
« who like another Church better than that eſta- 


| « blijhed, p. 28, 59, 258.” But how a Man's 


not liking the Church eſtabliſhed is to be inferred 


from his not uſing the Liturgy in his Family, 


which no Law of the Church requires him ſo to 
uſe, is a ſecret not yet diſcloſed. 


But I wonder his Lordſhip did not, for the 


advantage of his argument, lay hold rather on 


another Proviſion there is in the Act. For as a 
Family Meeting for devotion ſhall not be ad- 
judged in law to be a Conventicle, altho' the 
Liturgy be not uſed; provided there be not pre- 
{ent ten or more beſides the Family: So neither 
ſhall any Meeting, not being of ten or more in 


number, 


643 
number, in any place, or houſe not inhabited by 
a Family, be adjudged a Conventicle in Law; 
though other Prayers than thoſe preſcribed in 
the Liturgy ſhould be uſed at fuch Meeting. 
Had his Lordſhip been made ſenſible of this 
Proviſion, he would, it is probable; have told 
us, that it amounted to an Expreſs allowance to 
men in office to go to Conyenticles ; ſince their 
meeting in a company not exceeding nine in a- 
ny noted Conventicle in town or countrey 
wou'd not amount to a forfeitute by this AQ 
His Lordſhip has not uſed this argument, and 
therefore I am not in his debt for an anſwer to 
it; but to prevent any ill uſe being made of 
this part of the Act, I ſhall give a ſhort account 
In the 13" and 14% Car. II. there paſſed an 
AQ, entituled, An Act for preventing mi/ſ- 
chief and dangers that may ariſe by certain 
Perſons called Quakers, and others, refuſing 
to take lawful Oaths; in which it is; among 
other things, enacted, that if the perſons com- 
monly called Quakers do aſſemble themſelves 
under pretence of religious Worſhip, not autho- 
rized by the Laws of the Realm: the Party of- 
fending being convict, ſhall forfeit for the firſt 
offence 51. for the ſecond 107. for the third 
ſhall abjure the Realm: Bur in this Act it was 
provided, That no perſon ſhou'd be liable to 
proſecution for being at any Meeting where the 
number of perſons preſent did not amount to 
five; which Limitation was to prevent unreaſo- 
nable and malicious proſecutions; but cou'd not 

be intended to give licence or encouragement 
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to Qua bers Meetings, which the Act reſtrain d 
by very ſevere Penalties. In an Act of the 1605 


Car. II. and in another 22d Car. II. each enti- 


tuled, An Act to prevent and ſuppreſs ſediti- 
tzous Conventicles; there is the lame Limita- 


tion: and therefore it is very abſurd to ſuppoſe 


ſuch limitation to be meant or intended as an 
allowance of Conventicles, when it appears in 
the Acts made to prevent and ſuppreſs Con- 


 venticles. : | 
From theſe Acts the Limitation was derived 


into the Occaſional Af; the Occaſional Bills 
in the beginning of the Queen, kept to the old 
Limitation of ve ; but when the Act paſſed, 


it was conſidered that there were few Gentle- 


men in England but had often more than five 
above their own Family in their houſes; upon 
which account the number was increaſed from 
five to ten, and the alteration was extended to 
both parts of the proviſion, as well that for 
Meetings in Houſes not inhabited, as that for 
Family Meetings. This I take to be the truth 
of the Caſe; and if his Lordſhip can make any 
advantage of it, it is at his ſervice. 


. 


